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CASES 


DECIDED  IN 


THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS. 


UPON  APPEAL  FBOX 


THE  COURTS  OF  SCOTLAND. 


Jambs  Cause,  the  Younger  of  Blackhouse,       Appellant; 

His  Majesty's  Advocate  and  Solicitor 

General  for  Scotland,  for  the  Public  In-  •    „  . 

terest,  and    John   Corbet   and  John  (  ^^^P^"^^"^^^- 

COLQUHOUN,  -  -  . 

House  of  Lords,  26th  July  1784. 

Appeal — Compbtengt — Jurisdiction — Witness.— The  Court  of 
Session  has  a  criminal  jurisdiction  Tested  in  it  to  try  certain  crimes 
emerging  in  the  course  of  any  civil  suit  conducted  before  it.  But 
their  sentence,  in  such  cases,  is  subject  to  appeal  to  the  House  of 
Lords.  Appeal  by  a  witness  examined  in  a  case,  though  not  a 
party  to  the  suit,  sustained. 

Disputes  having  arisen  between  the  respondents,  Corbet       1784. 
and  Colquhonn,  the  appellant,  along  with  Robert  Gray,  Esq.,    — — — 
was  induced,  from  motives  of  friendship,  to  become  arbiter       c^mb 
to  settle  their  differences;  and,  accordingly,  both  were  ap-ais  majesty's 
pointed  by  the  parties  as  arbiters,  to  settle  "  all'  claims,    advocate, 
*•  controversies,  and  debateable  matters  whatever,  subsist-        ^^' 
**  ing  between  the  parties,  preceding  that  date,"  and  par- 
ticolarly,  the  subject  matter  of  three  actions  depending  in 
the  Court  of  Session,  at  the  instance  of  Colquhoun  against 
Corbet,  and  also  a  process  before  the  Sheriff  of  Dumbarton  : 
And  the  parties  agreed  and  bound  themselves  to  abide  by 
**  whatever  the  said  arbiters,  or,  in  case  of  their  varying  in 

**  opinion,  whatever  they,  or  either  of  them,  with  David 
VOL.  in.  H 


2  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

1784.       "  Muir,  portioner  of  Garferry,    hereby  elected  umpire  or 
<<  oversman,  shall  give  forth   and  pronounce  as  their  final 


CABSE  «fi  Bentence  and  decreet  arbitral." 
HIS  MAJESTY*^  Tho  arbitcrs  gave  a  final  decree  arbitral  in  the  whole 
ADVOCATE,  matters  submitted  to  them  ;  but  this  decree  was  brought 
under  reduction,  in  an  action  raised  for  that  purpose,  on  the 
ground  of  their  giving  decreet,  on  the  footing  that  they  had 
differed  in  opinion,  and  had  therefore  been  under  the  ne- 
cessity of  calling  in  the  oversman,  as  provided  by  the  refe- 
rence. 

The  case  being -reported,  the  Court,  before  determining 
the  question,  ordered  James  Carse,  one  of  the  arbiters,  to 
be  examined  on  oath  before  the  Lord  Ordinary,  upon  the 
point  of  a  difference  of  opinion,  and  he  having  been  accord- 
ingly examined,  and  his  deposition  printed,  the  Lords  resumed 
Dec.  17il783.the  consideration  of  the  cause,  and  found,  *^  That  in  respect 
*'  there  was  no  written  evidence  that  the  arbiters  had  differed 
"  in  opinion,  they  reduced  the  said  decreet  arbitral."  Against 
this  decree,  Mr.  Corbet  petitioned  the  Court  for  an  alteration. 
The  Court,  before  answer,  allowed  the  other  arbiter,  with 
the  oversman,  and  the  clerk  to  the  submission,  to  be  exa- 
mined upon  oath,  before  the  Lord  Ordinary,  upon  the  dif- 
ference in  opinion  of  the  two  arbiters ;   and  also  upon  the 
improper  conduct  of  James  Carse,  the  other  arbiter,  who 
had  been  formerly  examined  ;  and,  upon  advising  this  pe- 
tition, with  answers  for  John  Colquhbun,  and  the  depositions 
so  ordered,  they  "  repelled  the  reasons  of  reduction  of  the 
"  decreet  arbitral  quarrelled,  assoilzied  Mr.  Corbet,  and  de- 
"  cerned  ;  and  it  appearing  to  the  Cpurt  that  James  Carse, 
*'  in  his  deposition,  had  not  told  the  truth,  and  had  prevari- 
*'  cated,  they  granted  a  warrant  to  cite  him  to  appear  be- 
*'  fore  them  four  days  after  such  citation,  and  he  having  ap- 
*'  peared  at  the  bar,  upon  Tuesday  the  9th  then  current,  the 
''  Lords  allowed  him  to  be  heard  by  counsel,  upon  the  im- 
"  port  of  the  said  deposition.     And  having,  upon  the  16th 
'*  day  of  December  1783  years,  resumed  the  consideration  of 
*'  the  said  deposition,  with  the  other  depositions  taken  in 
"  the  said  cause ;  and  also  having  heard  counsel  for  the  said 
"  James  Carse,  upon  the  import  of  the  said  depositions,  they 
"  found,  and  hereby  find  the  said  James  Carse  guilty  of  gross 
"  prevarication,  and  wilful  concealment  of  the  truth,  in  the 
"  oath  emitted  by  him  in  the  said  cause,  and  therefore 'or- 
''  dained,  and  hereby  ordain  him  to  be  carried  from  the  bar 
•*  to  the  Tolbooth  of  Edinburgh,  therein  to  remain  until  Wed- 
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"  nesdaj  the  I4th  day  of  January  next;   on  which  day  they       1784. 

**  decerned  and  ordained,  and  hereby  decern  and  ordain  the    

"  said  James  Carse  to  be  carried  to,  and  put  upon  the  pillory,       ^^^^^ 

**  there  to  stand  bareheaded  for  the  space  of  one  hour,  from  ^^f^  majesty's 

"  twelve  at  noon,  to  oneo'clock  afternoon,  with  a  paper  aflBxed    advocate, 

*'  upon  his  breast,  with  these  words  wrote  in  large  characters, 

"  gross  prevaricator,  and  wilful  concealer  of  the  truth  upon 

**  oath ;  and  thereafter  to  be  dismissed  ;  and  they  ordained, 

'*  and  hereby  ordain  the  Magistrates  of  Edinburgh  to  see 

^^  this  sentence  put  into  execution ;  and  they  also  declared, 

^^  and  hereby  declare  the  said  James  Carse  infamous,  and  in- 

**  capable  in  all  time  coming,  of  bearing  any  public  trust, 

**  or  of  being  a  witness  in  any  action  or  cause ;  and  ordained 

*^  this  sentence  to  be  recorded  in  the  books  of  sederunt,  to 

*'  the  terror  of  others  to  commit  the  like  crime  in  all  time 

'*  coming."     In  virtue  of  this  sentence  the  appellant  was 

committed  to  prison. 

In  the  meantime,  he  presented  the  present  appeal  of  the 
sentence  to  the  House  of  Lords,  to  which  answers  being 
lodged,  it  was  objected,  1st,  That  such  an  appeal  was  incom- 
petent, and,  2d,  That  it  was  further  incompetent,  as  not  being 
brought  by  a  party  in  the  cause,  but  by  a  witness  found 
guilty  of  prevaricating. 

Pleaded  fur  the  Appellant, — Upon  the  competency  of  tho 
appeaL  Before  the  Union,  an  appeal  always  lay  to  the 
Parliament  of  Scotland,  from  the  sentence  of  the  Court  of 
Session.  All  the  institutional  writers  agree  in  this,  and 
make  no  distinction  between  the  civil  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court,  and  its  incidental  criminal  jurisdiction.  And  in  the 
Scots  claim  of  rights,  the  broad  right  is  conceded : — <<  That 
"  it  is  the  right  and  privilege  of  the  subject  to  protest  for 
*'  remeid   of   law   to    the    king   and    parliament,    against 

sentences  pronounced  by  the  Lords  of  Session,  provided 

the  same  do  not  stop  execution  of  those  sentences."  If 
therefore  an  appeal  lay  to  Parliament  before  the  Union,  and 
if,  as  the  appellant  contends,  this  sentence  is  a  sentence  of 
the  Court  of  Session,  then  it  is  clear  that  the  present  appeal 
is  competent.  Upon  the  merits ; — it  is  equally  clear,  that 
although  the  Court  of  Session  have  a  sort  of  criminal  juris- 
diction, which  entitles  it  to  punish  perjury  and  prevarica- 
tion upon  oath,  committed  in  the  course  of  a  depending  ac- 
tion before  them ;  yet,  in  such  cases,  that  Court  cannot,  (as 
they  have  done  in  the  present  case)  inflict  the  pains  oflaw^ 
that  is,  the  punishment  whi6h  the  law  in  its  rigour  annexes 


it 
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1784.       to  the  commission  of  such  crime  upon  a  regular  trial,  and 

conviction  in  the  proper  criminal  court ;  but  must  restrict 

^  their  sentence  to  a  slighter  corporal  punishment.     There  is 

BIS  MAJE8TT*8  no  precodeiit  for  the  Court's  judging,  as  they  have  done  here, 
^^T*'^^"'  and  inflicting  punishment  for  such  crimes,  under  circum- 
stances similar  to  those  which  occur  in  the  present  case. 
In  all  the  instances  that  occur,  it  is  of  persons  accused  and 
tried  at  the  instant  upon  their  behaviour  in  the  Court,  or  in 
consequence  of  what  appeared  in  the  face  of  their  deposi- 
tion, striking  the  judge  at  first  view,  or  of  collateral  deposi- 
tions, taken  at  the  same  time,  when  the  accused  had  it  in  his 
power  to  command  exculpatory  evidence.  But  here  the  ap- 
pellant was  not  accused  of  having  prevaricated,  or  misbe- 
haved ;  or  done  wrong  fn  any  shape,  at  the  time  of  giving 
his  evidence ;  on  the  contrary,  when  reflections  were  thrown 
out,  the  judge  checked  them  as  improper  and  unmerited* 
It  was  not  until  eleven  months  after,  that  the  appellant  waB 
convicted  upon  the  evidence  of  others,  given  with  the  view 
to  contradict  him,  in  a  cause  to  which  he  was  a  stranger. — 
The  appellant  does  not  mean  to  say,  that  being  suspected 
of  a  crime,  he  ought  to  have  gone  untried ;  what  he  con- 
tends for  is,  that  the  Court  of  Session  ought  to  have  remitted 
him  to  the  Court  of  Justiciary,  where  he  would  have  had 
the  advantage  of  an  indictment,  and  the  opportunity  of  pre- 
paring his  defence,  and  cross-examining  those  witnesses,  Gray 
and  Smith,  who  are  said  to  have  established  the  perjury 
against  him.  In  denying  him  this  mode  of  trial,  and  in  de- 
priving him  of  the  benefit  of  exculpatory  proof,  that  justice 
was  denied  him,  which  would  have  been  accorded  in  the 
worst  criminal  proceeding. 
After  hearing  counsel. 

Lord  CHANCELLoit  Thurlow  : —  ' 

"  My  Lords, 
**  The  Lord  Advocate,  in  answer  to  this  appeal,  at  first,  had 
pleaded  that  it  was  incompetent  to  appeal  from  such  a  sentence, 
though  he  has  now  given  up  that  point  at  the  bar  of  your  Lordships' 
Ilouse.  I  have  no  doubt,  that  an  appeal  lay  firom  every  order  of 
the  Court  of  Session,  and,  without  meaning  any  reflection,  even 
think  it  unfortunate  for  the  people  of  Scotland,  that  an  appeal  did 
not  lie  from  the  sentences  of  the  Justiciary,  as  from  the  King's 
Bench  io  England.  I  do  not  approve  of  the  conduct  of  the  Court 
of  Session,  or  the  severity  of  their  sentence  in  this  case.  No  doubt, 
Carse  appeared  not  to  have  spoken  out  the  truth  fully ;  but  the  im- 
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prnonment  he  had  undergone  was  punishment  sufficient ;    and  I  1785. 

therefore  moYe  your  Lord^ps  to  affirm  the  sentence,  so  far  as  it  di-  

rected  Garse  to  be  imprisoned  for  a  month ;  but  to  reverse  so  far  as  ^^^^^ 

it  directed  him  to  be  put  on  the  pilloiy,  &c. ;  and  so  fiur  asit  declares  cLBenoaNs. 
him  infamous  and  incapable  of  bearing  public  trust." 

Accordingly,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  two  interlocutors  com- 
plained of,  in  so  far  as  they  ordain  James  Carse  to  be 
carried  from  the  bar  to  the  tolbooth  of  Edinburgh, 
therein  to  be  imprisoned,  be  affirmed.  And  it  is  fur- 
ther ordered,  that  the  said  interlocutors,  so  far  as  they 
ordain  him  to  be  put  upon  the  pillory  for  one  hour, 
with  a  paper  fixed  on  his  breast,  denoting  his  crime, 
and  the  Magistrates  to  see  the  sentence  put  in  execu- 
tion, and  so  far  as  they  declare  him  infamous  and  in- 
capable of  bearing  public  trust,  &c.,  be  reversed. 

For  Appellants,  J,  Erksine^  J.  Anstruther. 


William  Bruce,  Late  Shipmaster,  Dundee,     Appellant ; 

Robert  Clbghorn  &  Alexander  Cleq-  )    „  , 

HORN,  Bakers  in  Leith,    -         -        -         )         ^ 

House  of  Lords,  2d  March  1785. 

Sale — Title — Incumbrancrs — Price. — Circumstances  held  not 
sufficient  to  set  aside  and  void  the  sale,  although  the  missives  on 
one  side  expressly  declared,  that  unless  the  titles  were  found  suffi- 
cient, the  bargain  then  made  was  to  be  null  and  void.  Also 
held,  that  the  purchasers  were  not  bound  to  pay  the  price  until 
certain  incumbrances  were  purged  affecting  the  purchase. 

Robert  Johnston,  proprietor  of  some  houses  in  Leith, 
mortgaged  them  to  William  Petrie,  and  Helen  Berrel,  for 
two  distinct  and  separate  sums,  amounting  to  £200*  John- 
ston thereafter  failed  in  business,  and  removed  himself  to 
London,  whereupon  two  of  his  creditors  adjudged  the  pro- 
perty, and  entered  into  possession,  by  uplifting  the  rents  of 
the  same. 

Some  years  thereafter,  the  appellant  Bruce  acquired,  by 
purchase  from  Johnston,  the  right  to  this  property,  paying 
him  at  the  time,  £150  for  the  reversion,  aud  the  purchaser, 


6      CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

1785.        on  his  part,  undertaking  to  relieve  the  property  of  the  ad- 
judication affecting  the  same. 


BRUCE  jj^Q  appellant  thereafter  entered  into  possession,  and  let 

CLKGH0RN8.  ^ho  principal  part  of  the  premises  to  the  respondents^ 
Messrs.  Robert  and  Alexander  Cleghom.  The  latter  gentle- 
man proposed  to  purchase  these  premises,  and  the  following 
writings  were  exchanged :- 

Leith,  6th  September,  1776. 
"  Sir, 

"  We  hereby  make  offer  of  £350  Sterling,  for 
<*  your  whole  subjects,  back  area,  and  office^houses  belong- 
"  ing  thereto,  lying  in  the  Tolbooth  Wynd  here,  £200  of 
which  we  oblige  ourselves  to  pay  you  at  the  term  of  Mar- 
tinmas first,  and  £150  more  at  the  term  of  Whitsunday 
thereafter,  being  the  full  balance,  your  obliging  yourself, 
'*  heirs  and  executors,  to  dispone  and  deliver  up  to  us  all 
^*  your  rights  and  titles  to  said  subjects,  with  full  warrandice, 
*'  and  clear  : — And  if,  upon  examining  your  rights  to  said 
*'  subjects,  they  be  found  insufficient,  both  parties  shall  be 
''  free,  and  the  bargain  made  void  and  nulL  And  in  case 
^*  any  debts  or  incumbrances  shall  appear  which  have  not 
*^  been  heard  of,  the  bargain  shall  be  also  void  and  null,  and 
"  both  parties  free. 

(S?fened)        "  RoBT.  &  Alex.  Clbqhorn. 
"  To  Mr.  William  Bruce, 
late  Shipmaster,  Dundee," 

Sept.  6,  1776.     To  this  letter  of  offer,  the  following  answer  was  returned  : 

Leith,  6th  September,  1776. 
Gentlemen, 

**  I  excep  of  your  offer  for  my  whoU  subgiks  in  the  Tol- 
"  both  Wynd  hear,  with  the  bak  area,  and  office  houses  be- 
'*  longing  thereto,  namely,  thrie  hundred  and  fifty  pounds 
"  Sterling,  two  hundred  of  which  to  be  paid  me  on  order  at 
'^  terra  of  Mertinmas  first,  and  one  hundred  and  fifty  pounds 
"  Sterling  at  the  next  term  of  Whedsondy  inshouing,  being 
"  the  full  balance.  And  I  oblig  myself,  my  heirs  and  ex- 
^'  ecutors,  to  give  you  up  all  my  rights  and  titles  to  the  said 
*'  subgiks,  with  full  warrdice,  clier  at  the  term  of  Mertinus 
^'  first ;  all  the  rent  till  Mertinus  first  to  be  payed  to  me. 
**  As  witness  my  hand/' 

(Signed)        "  William  Bruce."' 
"  To  Messrs  RoBT.  &  Albx.  Clegiiorn, 
Bakers  in  Leitlu'' 
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It  was  stated  by  the  respondents,  that  when  the  title       ^7®^- 
deeds  were  sent  him  to  be  examined  by  his  agent,  instead    — — — 
of  these  preying  to  be  a  complete  progress  of  title  deeds,      ^^^^^ 
there  was  nothing  but  some  old  memoranda  relating  to  clbghobms. 
the  property,  of  no  use  or  value.    This  was  intimated  to  the 
appellant,  who,  in  reply,  demanded  payment  of  the  price, 
stating  that  they  were  bound  to  accept  them,  as  sufficient 
title  deeds,  or  give  up  the  bargain. 

Hearing  that  the  appellant  was  anxious  to  give  up  the 
bargain,  in  consequence  of  having  been  offered  a  higher 
price  for  the  property,  the  respondents  brought  the  present 
action  for  implement  pf  the  same. 

The  appellant  contended  that  the  respondents  wished  to 
keep  both  the  property  and  the  price,  and  that,  having  given 
them  all  the  title  deeds  in  his  possession,  he  had  implemented 
his  bargain  under  the  missives.  He  also  offered  to  complete 
the  sale,  by  granting  a  disposition  to  them  along  with  the 
progress  of  writs  already  in  their  hand  ;  and  if  they  did  not 
consent  so  to  accept  these  writs,  he  required  them,  in  terms 
of  the  agreement,  to  give  up  the  bargain,  and  send  back  the 
papers. 

After  some  discussion.  Lord  Gardenstone,  Ordinary,  Aug,  5, 1777. 
pronounced  this  interlocutor,  9th  Oct  1776,  **  The  Lord 
Ordinary  having  considered  the  minute  of  debate,  finds 
there  is  no  ground  for  setting  aside  or  voiding  the  bargain 
of  sale;  and  finds  that  the  pursuers  are  not  obliged  to 
pay  the  price  even  in  part,  until  the  extent  of  the  incum- 
brances  by  adjudications  are  ascertained ;  nor  in  whole, 
''  until  the  said  incumbrance  is  purged  or  discharged,  or 
"  sufficient  caution  is  found  to  that  effect.  And  as  it  ap- 
pears to  the  Lord  Ordinary  that  the  litigation  has  been 
occasioned  by  an  indirect  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fender (appellant)  to  set  aside  the  purchase,  finds  the  de- 
"  fender  liable  in  expenses,  and  allows  an  account  to  be 
"  given  in."  On  representation,  this  judgment  was  adhered  Nov.  22,1777. 
to  by  the  Lord  Ordinary.  J**'^^  1^>  ^778. 

On  reclaiming  petition  to  the  whole  Lords,  prating  an 
alteration  of  the  above  judgment,  the  Court,  of  this  date,  I^^b.  2, 1779. 

Pph    1 ft  1 77Q 

adhered,  and  refused  the  petition.     A  second  petition  met  j^q^  j^  jyg^' 
the  same  fate. 

Against  these  judgments  the  present  appeal  is  brought. 

Pleaded  by  the  Appellant — 1.  That  the  letters  above  re- 
cited, expressing  the  terms  of  the  bargain,  are  not  sufficient 
in  law  to  bind  the  parties.    2.  That  although  they  should 


te 


€1 


V, 
CLVOHORNS. 


8  [CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

1785.       be  deemod  sufficient  in  law,  loctis  penitentiiB  remaina  to 

either  party,  at  any  time  before  the  bargain  is  completed, 

BRUCE  jjy  disposition  in  proper  form  being  executed.  3.  That  by 
the  terms  of  the  bargain  the  appellant  was  only  bound  to 
dispone  and  deliver  up  to  the  respondents  all  such  right  and 
title  to  the  said  subjects  as  were  then  vested  in  him,  and  to 
guarantee  such  sale  to  be  an  absolute  one,  and  a  clear  trans- 
fer of  the  property,  subject  to  such  demands  as  were  already 
made  on  the  estate,  and  specified  in  the  proceedings  at  law, 
between  the  appellant  as  disponee,  and  the  creditors  of  the 
said  Robert  Johnston.  And,  that  the  respondents  cannot 
insist  on  the  appellant  purging  such  incumbrances  as  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  affected  the  estate,  and  were  so  known  to 
them ;  but,  in  case  they  are  dissatisfied  with  either  the  ap- 
pellant's title  to  the  estate,  or  with  the  amount  of  the  in- 
cumbrances, they  may  give  up  the  bargain ;  the  appellant 
being  always  ready  and  willing  to  allow  them  to  embrace 
either  alternative. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — 1.  The  appellant  has  con- 
tended that  the  respondents  are  bound  to  pay  the  adjudica- 
tion debts  or  incumbrances ;  but  the  price  of  £350  was  all 
that  the  respondents  undertook  to  pay,  as  the  fair  and  full 
price  of  the  subjects,  and  which  sum  was  offered  on  condition 
of  the  latter  being,  ^^  clear  of  every  burden  or  incumbrance 
whatsoever." — 2.  The  appellant  on  his  part,  obliged  himself 
and  his  heirs,  to  give  up  all  his  right  and  title  to  the  pro- 
perty, with  full  warrandice  and  clear,  at  the  term  of  Martin- 
mas then  first.  Although,  therefore,  the  respondents  had 
paid  up  the  whole  price  of  three  hundred  and  fifty  pounds 
before  the  particulars  of  the  debts  came  to  their  knowledge, 
th^y  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  repetition  of  the 
amount  of  those  debts  upon  the  appellant's  express  warranty. 
Bruce  the  appellant,  stands  personally  liable  at  this  moment 
to  account  to  the  creditors  adjudgers  for  the  £230  he  re- 
ceived as  factor  for  them,  under  the  order  of  the  Sheriff  of 
Edinburgh.  The  respondents  are  not  liable  to  replace  that 
money  to  Bruce,  with  whose  factory  intromissions  they  had 
no  concern.  If  they  be  not  liable  to  replace  that  money  to 
the  appellant,  they  cannot  be  liable  in  the  payment  of  it 
to  his  creditors,  and  consequently  the  property  which  they 
have  purchased  for  an  adequate  price,  ought  to  be  cleared 
of  the  incumbrance.  And  they  are  now  willing,  as  they 
have  all  along  been,  to  pay  the  balance  coming  to  the  appel- 
lant after  paying  those  debt«. 


•v 
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1785« 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was  ' 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained     nj^smyth 
of  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  affirmed.  o. 

8AJI80N,  &C. 

For  Appellant,  Arthur  Onslow, 
For  Respondents,  llay  Campbell. 


[Mot.  p.  120.] 

Sir  James  Nasmyth,  Bart.  Appellant ; 

John  Samson,  Heir-at-Law  of  David  Sam- 
son deceased,  and  John  Aitkbn, 


>  Respondents. 


House  of  Lords,  4th  April  1785. 

Adjudications — Penalties — Pluris  Petitio. — Circumstances  in 
which  held,  trhere  the  termly  penalties  due  by  a  bond  were  in- 
cluded in  the  accumulate4  sum  of  an  adjudication,  that  these 
formed  a  pluris  petitio;  and  the  adjudication  so  far  objectionable 
as  to  reduce  it  to  a  security  for  payment  of  principal  and  interest 
in  the  bond. 

Certain  property,  which  originally  belonged  to  John  Por- 
teous,  having  been  adjudged  by  Sir  James  Nasmyth,  and  he 
having  entered  into  possession  in  virtue  of  his  adjudication, 
a  judicial  sale  and  ranking  of  the  creditors  was  then  brought. 
The  estate  was  bought  bj  Sir  James  Nasmytb,  the  principal 
creditor.  Sixty  years  after  the  date  of  the  adjudication,  the 
heir  of  Porteous  brought  a  challenge  of  the  title  in  Samson's 
name.  His  chief  grounds  of  challenge  consisted  in  objections 
to  the  adjudications  which  grounded  the  judicial  sale. 

It  was  objected  to  the  adjudication  for  the  accumulated 
sum  of  £11,346.  13s.  4d.  Scots  led  upon  the  debt  originally 
due  to  Bertram  of  Nisbet,  and  ^signed  to  Sir  James  Nas- 
myth,  that  the  termly  penalty  of  100  merks  for  failure  in 
payment  of  each  half-year's  interest  contained  in  the  bond, 
and  adjudged  for,  being  equal  to  one-third  of  the  interest, 
was  exorbitant,  and  therefore  the  adjudication  ought  not  to  be 
sustained ;  and  that  the  other  adjudication  upon  the  same  debt 
for  £1480  Scots  of  interest  was  unnecessary  ;  that  interest 
being  included  in  the  first  adjudication. 

The  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor:— "  The  Lords  Nov.  20,1763. 

sustain  the  objections  to  the  first  article  in  the  state  of 
the  interests  produced  in  the  ranking,  being  an  adjudica- 
tion at  the  instance  of  Sir  James  Nasmyth  ag^dnst  the 
"  common  debtor,  for  the  accumulated  sum  of  £11,346. 13s. 
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1785.       «  4  j  ^^^^^  ^Q  ^}^Q  qQq^^  Qf  Btrikiog  off  from  that  sam  the 
'  "  liquidated  penalty  and  tennly  failures  contained  in  the 

V.  "  bond  adjudged  for,  and  find  that  the  adjudication  can  only 

8AM80N,  &c.  «  subsist  as  a  security  for  the  principal  sum  contained  in  the 
"  bond  and  interest  due  thereon,  to  be  accumulated  at  the 
^^  date  of  the  decreet ;  sustain  the  objection  to  the  second 
^^  article  in  the  state,  being  an  adjudication  at  the  instance 
^*  of  Sir  James  Nasmyth  against  the  common  debtor  for  the 
<<  accumulated  sum  of  £1480  Scots."     On  reclaiming  peti- 
Mar.  20,1784.  tion  the  Court  altered  the  interlocutor  reclaimed  against, 
and  found  *'  That  the  adjudication  in  question  can  only  sub- 
^*  sist  as  a  security  for  the  principal  sum  and  interest  accu- 
^^  mulated  at  the  date  of  decreet  of  adjudication,  and  remit 
^^  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  proceed  accordingly."    The  ap- 
June  264784«  pellant  presented  another  petition,  but  it  was  refused ;  and 
JuJjr  8, 1784.  the  case  was  therefore  remitted  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to 
proceed  and  determine  therein. 
Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — 1.  There  is  no  ground  in 
equity,  and  therefore  it  would  require  very  clear  grounds  in 
law  to  deprive  the  appellant  of  the  moderate  penalty  in 
question  stipulated  in  his  bond,  and  adjudged  for  upwards 
of  sixty  years  ago;  and  the  appellant  judicially  offered  to 
show,  by  calculation,  that  the  very  loss  he  sustained  by  want 
of  payment  of  the  interest  upon  the  debts  due  to  him  by  his 
debtor,  is  greatly  more  than  the  amount  of  this  penalty. 
The  respondent  declined  the  calculation.      The   creditor, 
therefore,  is  not  desiring  any  undue  advantage  of  the  debtor, 
while  the  latter^s  heir,  at  the  distance  of  sixty  years,  endea- 
vours to  take  the  advantage  of  legal  niceties  against  him. 
One  purpose  and  object  of  the  penalty  for  nonpayment,  is  to 
answer  the  damage  and  inconvenience  of  lying  out  6f  the 
money.    Another  is,  to  answer  the  expense  of  recovering  it. 
The  appellant  and  his  predecessor  have  been  at  great  ex- 
pense, but  if  the  penalty  be  cut  off  these  must  be  lost.     2. 
In  law  there  was  no  pluris  petitto  or  charge  more  than  was 
legally  due.    The  adjudication  was  taken  precisely  in  terms 
of  the  personal  obligation  in  the  bond  on  which  it  was  found- 
ed.    By  that  bond  the  debtor  had  become  bound  to  pay 
principal,  interest,  penalty,  and  termly  penalties  to  the  full 
extent  of  the  sum  adjudged  for.     Every  shilliug,  therefore, 
was  legally  due;    and  supposing  that  either  part  or  the 
whole  of  the  termly  penalties  could  afterwards  be  restricted 
by  a  court  of  equity,  that  does  not  infer  any  illegal  over- 
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charge  or  pluris  petitio  in  the  prior  adjudication.    The  ere-       1785. 
ditor  could  not  possibly  adjudge  otherwise  than  in  terms  of 
the  obh'gation  granted  by  the  debtor,  nor  regulate  himself 
by  any  restriction  not  yet  made.     The  excess  being  cut  off  bamson,  &c. 
by  equity,  the  adjudication  should  stand  as  to  the  remainder, 
just  as  if  part  of  the  accumulated  sum  had  been  paid.     In 
the  Court  below,  it  was  stated  by  the  respondent  that  the 
termly  penalties  were  referable  to  heritable  security  only, 
and  could  not  be  adjudged  for  under  the  personal  obligation 
in  the  bond.    This  seems  to  have  moved  the  Court,  and  led 
them  to  think  that  the  termly  penalties  were  not  in  obliga- 
ticne.    But  when  the  fact  and  the  law,  as  applicable  to  that 
fact,  are  fully  explained  and  understood,  the  objection  must 
at  once  disappear,  because  it  is  manifest  that  the  termly  pe- 
nalties were  contained  under  the  personal  obligation,  and 
properly  adjudged  for  in  virtue  thereof.     An  heritable  bond 
consists  of  two  parts,  a  personal  obligation  and  a  real  right 
of  levying  payment  out  of  the  lands;  an  ordinary  adjudication 
may  be  led  for  all  that  is  contained  in  the  personal  obligation 
and  no  more.    An  adjudication  of  a  peculiar  nature  following 
upon  a  decreet  of  poinding  the  ground,  may  be  taken  for  what 
can  be  levied  in  virtue  of  the  real  right.    The  real  right  is  often 
confined  to  the  annual  rent  or  interest,  which  being  also  in 
the  personal  obligation,  adjudications  of  both  these  kinds  may 
be  led  for  it.     Termly  penalties  are  sometimes  only  in  the 
real  right,  and  not  in  the  personal  obligation,  and  thus  can- 
not be  adjudged  for  in  an  ordinary  adjudication,  not  being 
in  obligatione;  and  if  adjudged  for  there  is  b,  pluris  petitio, 
more  being  adjudged  for  than  the  debtor  had  bound  himself 
to  pay.    Such  was  the  case  of  Park  v,  Craig  in  1771.    Some- 
times the  termly  penalties  are  both  in  the  personal  obligation 
and  in  the  real  right ;  sometimes  they  are  in  the  personal 
obligation  and  not  in  the  real  right,  which  is  the  present 
case,  and  in  such  case  they  not  only  may  but  must  be  ad- 
judged for  by  an  ordinary  adjudication,  and  cannot  be  reco- 
vered otherwise.    3.  Not  one  adjudged  case  has  been  point- 
ed out  where  the  Court,  in  the  case  of  any  excess  in  the 
stipulated  penalties,  went  farther  than  to  cut  off  that  excess. 
On  the  contrary,  in  all  former  cases,  where  the  question  has 
occurred,  the  adjudication  has  been  sustained  for  principal, 
annual  rent,  and  ordinary  penalty,  cutting  off  only  any  ex<- 
cesfi  or  exorbitance  in  the  stipulated  penalty.    The  case  of 
Park  V.  Craig,  16th  Nov.  1771,  referred  to  by  the  respon- 
dent^ can  be  no  precedent  here,  because  the  termly  penalties 
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1785.       ^Q  that  case  were  not  on  the  personal  obligation.     And  there 
was  no  poinding  of  the  ground.    In  short,  it  was  quite  differ- 
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ent  in  its  circumstances,  yet  the  adjudication,  even  in  that 
8AM80N,  &c.  case,  notwithstanding  all  the  objections  stated  to  it,  was 
sustained  as  a  security,  not  only  for  principal  and  annual 
rent,  but  also  for  necessary  charges.  4.  Even  in  the  case  of 
a  real  pluris  petitio^  or  overcharge  of  more  than  is  due  by 
the  obligation  of  the  debtor,  the  effect  of  that,  both  accord- 
ing to  the  nature  of  adjudications,  and  the  practice  for  more 
than  half  a  century  past,  is  not  to  void  the  adjudication 
totally,  but  only  to  restrict  it  to  what  is  fairly  due,  deduct- 
ing the  overcharge.  Penalties  are  due,  not  only  in  law  but 
in  equity,  and  it  would,  therefore,  be  a  hardship  if  the  adju- 
dication were  not  to  stand  good  as  to  the  sums  to  which  no 
exception  is  taken. 

Pleaded  for  t/ie  Respondents. — 1.  Adjudications,  like  other 
diligence,  are^  in  their  nature,  indivisible.  When  a  creditor 
seizes  the  effects  or  estate  of  his  debtor,  by  a  rigorous  process 
of  the  law,  he  must  be  prepared  to  show,  not  only  that 
every  step  is  regular,  but  that  the  precise  sum  demanded  is 
due  by  law.  It  is  not  sufficient  for  him  to  say,  that  a  part 
was  indisputably  due,  and  he  will  hold  the  diligence  as  for 
one  part  only.  An  adjudication  is^  in  law^  a  transfer  of  the 
estate  of  the  debtor  to  the  creditor,  in  satisfaction  of  the 
debt  mentioned  in  it; — if  that  debt^was  not  due,  in  the 
strictest  and  most  entire  sense,  there  is  no  transfer, — the 
whole  proceeding  is  nought^  and  the  creditor  has  himself  to 
blame.  Upon  these  principles,  which  will  be  found  laid 
down  by  every  authority,  any  irregularity  or  overcharge  in 
the  adjudication  does,  in  strict  law,  void  it  altogether;,  but 
the  Court  of  Session,  in  exercise  of  its  equitable  powers,  has 
been  in  the  practice,  where  the  irregularity  or  overcharge  is 
not  gross,  to  sustain  the  adjudication  challenged,  as  a  secu- 
rity to  the  creditor  for  what  is  due  in  equity.  Sitting  as  a 
Court  of  equity,  they  will  not  cut  down  a  just  debt  on  ac« 
count  of  informality  or  mistake,  in  a  process  which  the 
creditor  has  relied  on  for  securing  his  payment ;  but  neither 
will  they  decree  payment  of  penalties,  which  the  creditor  has 
no  title  to  but  by  law,  and  in  consequence  of  observing  all  the 
forms,  and  keeping  within  the  boundsof  strict  law  in  the  pro- 
cess. Acicorditigly,  in  the  present  case,  the  Court  has  given  the 
appellant  his  principal  and  the  interest  thereof  accumulating, 
or  converting  both  into  a  principal  at  the  date  of  the  adju- 
dication, with  the  legal  interest  of  the  sum  then  accumula- 
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ted  from  that  day ;  but,  judging  that  there  was  an  error       1785. 
and  overcharge  in  the  adjudication,  they  have  denied  him 


the  penalties.  The  only  question  then  is,  Whether  there  wasmyth 
was  an  overcharge  or  pluria  petitio,  by  including  in  the  ac-  sahson,  &c. 
cumulated  sum  of  the  adjudication  £466.  13s.  4d.,  as  pen- 
alties or  termly  failures,  incurred  by  nonpayment  of  the  in- 
terest or  annual  rent.  And  it  will  not  escape  observation, 
th^t  the  appellant  has  decided  this  against  himself,  for  from 
the  beginning  he  has  admitted,  that  the  adjudication  could 
only  stand  as  a  security,  and  argues  the  question,  as  to  the 
extent  to  which  that  adjudication,  as  a  security,  should 
stand.  He  even  confesses  that  the  termly  failures  or  pen« 
alties  w^e  too  large,  and  that  they  ought  not  to  have  ex- 
ceeded a  fifth-part  of  the  sum  due  for  interest,  and  be- 
seeches the  Court  to  restrict  it  accordingly.  It  follows  that 
his  claim  is  not  at  law  but  in  equity^  and  from  equity  he 
cannot  demand  a  legal  penalty.  2.  Apart  altogether  from 
these  admissions,  penalties  for  nonpayment  of  interest  can- 
not enter  an  adjudication.  General  adjudications,  like  the 
present,  stand  precisely  on  the  footing  of  the  old  apprisings. 
By  the  common  law,  the  creditor  had  a  right  to  apprise  for 
the  penalty,  but  that  ineant  only  the  penalty  annexed  to  the 
nonpayment  of  the  debt.  As  there  could  be  no  charge  of  * 
interest  before  the  Reformation,  neither  could  there  be  a 
penalty  for  not  paying  interest.  Since  the  Reformation, 
there  is  no  statute  authorizing  such  an  exaction,  nor  is  there 
a  single  dictum  in  the  law  books  to  give  countenance  to  it. 
It  is  owing  entirely  to  the  error  of  conveyancers,  that  termly 
failzies  are  stipulated  in  personal  obligations,  which,  in 
modem  practice^  accompany  real  securities ;  and  tlie  short 
of  the  error  is  tbis^  while  the  taking  of  interest  directly  was 
prohibited,  the  usual  mode  of  securing  money  in  Scotland 
was  by  grant  of  an  annual  rent,  of  the  nature  of  ^  perpetual 
rent  charge  out  of  lands,  redeemable  by  the  debtor  on  pay- 
ment of  the  sum  borrowed.  The  creditor  could  not  avow- 
edly demand  his  principal ;  his  only  way  of  compelling  pay- 
ment indirectly  was,  by  entering  on  the  lands,  and  apprising 
them  for  the  annual  rent. — When  the  doctrines  of  the  Canon 
law  had  lost  their  force,  it  became  usual  to  insert  in  the 
grant,  a  personal  obligation  by  the  debtor  to  pay  the  annual 
rent  regularly,  under  penalty  for  each  term's  failure.  Finally, 
the  mode  which  prevails  at  this  day  was  adopted,  of  the 
debtor's  granting  a  personal  bond  or  obligation  for  the  sum 
borrowed,  payable  at  a  certain  time,  with  the  interest,  under 
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1785.       a  penalty;  and,  in  aid  of  the  personal,  a  real  security  was 
granted  by  the  same  instrument,  and  then  conveyancers. 


STEWART,  &c.  ^i(jiiout  attending  to  the  alteration  or  change  of  circum- 
DDNLo'p,  &c.  stances,  kept  up  the  form  of  annexing  penalties  to  the  non- 
payment of  the  interest,  while  they  also  annexed  their  pen- 
alty to  the  nonpayment  of  the  debt  in  general.  3d,  But 
further,  acting  upon  those  principles,  and  dealing  with  it  as 
an  error,  the  Court  of  Session  have  refused  to  sustain  action 
for  penalties,  when  they  are  included  in  the  accumalated 
sum  of  apprising  and  adjudications,  and  have,  in  all  cases, 
considered  it  as  a  pluris  petitio,  sufficient  to  destroy  the 
diligence  in  law,  and  to  restrict  it  to  a  security  in  equity. 
And  several  decisions  support  this  proposition,  Orrock  v. 
Morrice,  Stair,  29th  Nov.  1677 ;  Craig  r.  Park,  15th  Nov. 
1771,  and  other  cases. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained 
of  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Alex,  Wight,  Wm.  Adam. 

For  Respondents,  Hay  Campbell^  Ar,  Macdonald, 


John  Stewart  &  Co.  Merchants,  Greenock,    Appellants ; 
John  Dunlop  &  Others,  MerchantSt  Glasgow,  Respondents, 

House  of  Lords,  8th  April  1785. 

Insubance. — Circumstances  in  which  presumed  knowledge  and  con- 
cealment of  arrival  of  news  of  the  capture  of  the  vessel  insured, 
before  the  insurance  was  effected,  held  to  vacate  the  policy. 

The  appellants,  merchants  in  Greenock,  had  been  trying 
to  effect  an  insurance  on  their  ship  Peggy,  and  cargo,  for  her 
voyage  from  St.  John's,  Newfoundland,  to  St.  Lucia,  but 
had  not  succeeded  in  doing  so  at  the  premium  offered,  15 
guineas  per  cent.,  until  the  West  India  mail  arrived,  which 
brought  accounts  that  the  French  fleet  had  made  an  attack 
upon  the  island  of  St.  Lucia  in  the  month  of  May  preceding, 
and  had  taken  the  island  of  Tobago,  and  that  Barbadoes 
was  threatened.  This  news  appeared  in  the  newspapers 
and  Lloyd's  List,  but  no  accounts  reached  the  appellants. 
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This  made  them  more  anxious  to  insure,  and  they  were  in       1786. 

correspondence  with  a  house  in  Liverpool  to  effect  that  ob-    

ject;  when  Mr.  Stewart  went  to  Glasgow  on  the  15th  Aug.,  stew  art,  &c. 
and  having  consulted  with  an  insurance  broker,  effected  an  dunlop,  &c. 
insurance  on  ship  and  cargo  for  £2400,  at  20  guineas  per 
cent,  premium.  It  turned  out,  that  on  the  day  previously, 
a  ship  (Henrietta)  had  arrived  at  Greenock  from  Halifax, 
which  brought  news  of  the  capture  of  the  Peggy.  It  was 
admitted  by  the  appellant,  that  he  was  aware  of  this  arrival, 
— at  least  that  he  had  seen  the  vessel  in  the  roads  that  after- 
noon (14th  Aug.) ;  but  she  having  come  from  Halifax,  a 
distance  of  some  hundred  miles  from  St.  John's,  and  having 
no  concern  with  her,  he  did  not  make  inquiries,  and  that  it 
was  not  known  for  some  days  after  that  she  brought  any 
such  news.  But,  on  the  contrary,  he  stated  he  went  to 
Gla^ow  on  the  16th  August,  in  ignorance  of  any  such,  and 
effected  the  insurance  in  bona  fids.  He  left  Glasgow  for 
Paisley,  and  slept  there  all  night,  and  did  not  arrive  in 
Greenock  until  the  16th  inst.,  when  he,  for  the  first  time, 
heard  of  the  capture. 

The  underwriters  refused  to  pay  the  sum  insured,  and 
action  was  raised  for  that  purpose,  and  counteraction  by  the 
insurers,  to  have  the  policy  set  aside,  on  the  ground  of  fraud, 
and  because,  as  the  Henrietta  had  arrived  from  Halifax  at 
Greenock,  on  the  Idth  August,  with  one  of  the  crew  of  the 
Peggy  on  board,  bearing  the  accounts  of  the  capture  of  that 
vessel,  the  news  thereof  was  publicly  known  in  Greenock  a 
day  or  two  before  the  date  of  the  insurance ;  and,  therefore, 
the  said  John  Stewart  must  be  presumed  to  have  known  the 
same. 

The    Judge    Admiral,   before  whom  the  actions  were 
brought,  after  proof  was  taken  of  these  facts,  gave  judgment 
in  favour  of  the  appellants;  whereupon  the  underwriters  Nov.  15, 1782. 
brought  a  reduction  of  his  decree  before  the  Court  of 
Session. 

The  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor,  "Find  facts J&n. 23, 1784. 
and  circumstances  proven  sufficient  to  instruct  that  the  in- 
surance made  by  John  Stewart  upon  the  ship  the  Peggy, 
*'  her  freight  and  cargo,  upon  the  loth  August  1751,  would 
not  have  been  made,  if  the  brigantine  Henrietta  had  not 
arrived  in  the  road  of  Greenock  upon  the  day  preceding, 
and  brought  intelligence  that  the  above  mentioned  ship 
had  been  taken ;  and  find  that  the  said  John  Stewart  &  Co. 
have  no  claim  whatever  against  John  Dunlop  and  the 
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1785.       "  Other  underwriters,  upon  the  brigantine  Peggy,  her  freight 

"  and  cargo,  for  payment  of  the  sums  underwritten,  and  in- 

^  '     ' "  sured  by  them  respectively,  upon  the  policy  of  insurance 
I  DUMLop,  &c.  ''  libelled,  and  therefore  sustain  the  reasons  of  the  said  ad- 

Feb.11,1784."  miralty  decreet  challenged."     On  reclaiming  petition  the 
I  Court  adhered. 

Against    these    interlocutors    the    present    appeal    was 
I  brought. 

Pleaded  by  the  Appellants. — The  onus  probandi  that  the 
I  appellant  Stewart  knew  of  the  capture  at  the  time  he  effected 

the  insurance,  lies  on  the  underwriters.  They  sue  to  vacate  the 

policy  on  this  ground,  which  is  no  less  a  ground  than  fraud, 

I  and  they  must  make  good  their  assertions.     The  matter  is 

too  serious  to  the  appellants,  both  on  this  account,  and  the 
magnitude  of  the  interests  at  stake,  to  admit  of  presumptions, 
and  to  be  influenced  by  anything  but  direct  proof.  When 
the  proof  is  examined,  there  is  no  direct  evidence  adduced, 
to  prove  Mr.  Stewart^s  previous  knowledge  of  the  capture  of 
the  Peggy.  The  underwriters  endeavour  to  infer  his  know- 
ledge from  circumstances,  but,  in  considering  these  circum- 
stances, distinction  must  be  taken  between  facts,  which  only 
amount  to  suspicion,  and  a  series  of  facts  so  connected  to- 
gether, as  to  admit  only  of  one  conclusion  ;  but  there  is  no- 
thing of  the  latter  kind  here.  It  is  only  proved,  that  a 
report  of  the  capture  of  the  ship  was  known  to  five  persons 
in  Greenock  on  the  14th  August,  but  these  witnesses  ex- 
pressly depone,  that  they  had  no  intercourse  or  communica- 
tion, directly  or  indirectly,  with  the  appellants. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents, — Intelligence  of  the  capture 
of  the  Peggy  was,  before  the  insurance  was  effected,  matter  of 
public  notoriety  in  the  town  of  Innerkip,  which  is  within  four 
miles  of  Greenock,  and  the  place  of  John  Stewart's  residence. 
It  was  also  known  to  the  captain  and  crew  of  the  Henrietta, 
«  who  brought  it,  all  of  whom  had  easy  access  to  the  owner, 
Mr.  Stewart,  and  the  reason  of  its  not  being  publicly  talked 
.  of  was,  owing  to  the  precautions  taken  by  Mr.  Boog,  Mr. 
Stewart's  friend,  from  all  which,  as  well  as  the  written 
letter  not  sent,  but  prepared  to  be  sent  to  Liverpool,  offering 
the  20  guineas  premium,  without  waiting  a  reply  to  his  pre- 
vious letter  to  the  same  party,  offering  less  premium.  The 
legal  presumption  was,  that  Mr.  Stewart  was  in  the  know- 
ledge of  the  capture  of  his  vesseL  Besides,  it  was  clear 
that  a  hint  of  the  capture  had  been  communicated  to 
WalkinshaWy  Stewart's  confidential  friend  and  brother-in-law. 
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and  a  meeting  had  thereupon  taken  place,  whereupon  the       1786. 
insurance  was  resolved  on.    It  is  impossible  for  Stewart  to    — — 
separate  himself  from  these  parties,  and  being  in  the  know-         ^ J 
ledge  of  a  fact,  which  they  fraudulently  concealed,  the  in-     obant. 
surers  were  grossly  deceived  in  the  matter,  and  the  policy 
consequently  was  annulled. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained 
of,  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  Tho,  Erskine,  AL  Wight. 
For  Respondents,  llay  Campbell^  Wm.  Adams* 

Note. — Unreported  in  Court  of  Session. 


[M.  11,283.] 


Mrs.  Martha  Groyb  and  Others,  Creditors)    jj^^Hants  • 

of  the  York  Buildings  Company,  } 

Sir  Jambs  Grant  of  Grant,  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  15th  April  1785. 

Pbescriftion — ^Intbrritption  — SuuuoNs — Parties  Callbd. — 
The  York  Buildings  Company  had  purchased  the  wood  on  the 
respondenti's  estate,  and  the  greater  quantity  was  delivered,  when 
they  became  bankrupt.  Haying  lodged  a  claim  on  their  estate,  it 
was  objected  to  the  claim,  that  the  contract  had  undergone  the  long 
negatiye  prescription,  and  that  the  summons,  decree,  and  homing 
fbUowing  thereon  were  inept,  and,  therefore,  incapable  of  interrupt- 
ing prescription,  because  the  summons  did  not  call  the  Company 
as  a  corporate  body,  in  which  name  it  was  appointed  to  sue  and 
be  sued,  by  act  of  Parliament.  Held,  by  the  Court  of  Session,  that 
these  were  sufficient  to  interrupt  prescription.  In  the  House  of 
Lords  reversed,  without  prejudice  to  the  points  decided,  but  with 
special  remit  to  tonsider  whether  the  contract  as  to  the  wood 
be  now  at  this  time  in  force,  and  the  Company  liable  therefor. 

The  York  Buildings  Company  having  purchased  from  the 
respondent  a  quantity  of  trees,  they  granted,  of  this  date,  a  Jan.  5, 1728. 
bond  for  the  price,  amounting  to  £7000,  payable  in  certain 
instalments,  and  at  certain  intervals  and  under  a  penalty,  all 
specified  in  the  contract  of  sale  entered  into  and  subscribed 
by  the  parties. 

VOL.  III.  c 
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1785.  The  wood  was  to  be  cut  to  the  extent  of  60,000  trees ; 

and  only  at  times  as  it  was  required.    Before  the  whole 


oBovB,  &0.  ^^  ^m^  j^jjj  Qjjiy  5Q0Q  under  the  contract  taken,  the  Coin- 
GBANT.      pany  became  bankrupt. 

In  1780  a  ranking  and  sale  was  brought  of  their  estates^ 
and  Sir  James  Grant,  a  creditor  under  the  above  bond,  lodg- 
ed a  claim,  upon  which  he  had  raised  diligence,  and  had. 
Mar.  2, 1780.  of  this  date,  obtained  adjudication.  It  was  objected 
to  this  claim,  that  more  than  40  years  having  elapsed 
from  the  date  of  the  contract  of  sale,  &c.  the  same  was  pre- 
scribed. Answer :  Prescription  was  interrupted,  by  action 
raised  in  1735  against  the  Company,  and  decree  in  absence 
obtained  in  1736 :  Also  homing  raised  thereon  and  charge 
given  in  1740 ;  and  finally  adjudication  in  1780.  Beply : 
The  summons  and  decree  and  horning  following  thereon  were 
not  effectual  to  interrupt  prescription,  because  the  bond  be- 
ing granted  by  Hosey  and  Ewer  for  behoof  of  the  Governors 
and  Company  of  the  York  Buildings  Company,  the  summons, 
instead  of  calling  these  parties,  or  calling  the  company,  it 
**  called  as  defenders  ''  John  Ashley,  Esq.,  present  governor 
^<  of  the  York  Buildings  Company,  John  Nicol,  William  Jack- 
<*  son,  George  Abel,  Gilbert  de  Flures,  Richard  Fowler,  and 
**  Charles  Portales,  present  Court  of  Assistants  and  Directors 

of  said  company,  for  themselves^  and  as  representing  the 

whole  proprietors  of  the  said  company'* — ^And  decree  haT- 
ing  gone  out  against  the  same  parties,  homing  was  raised, 
and  charge  given  under  the  same  description  of  parties. 

The  decree  of  constitution,  1736,  therefore,  not  calling 
the  company,  by  their  incorporate  firm,  in  which,  by  act  of 
Parliament,  they  were  appointed  to  sue  and  be  sued,  and^not 
calling  even  the  two  partners,  Hosey  and  Ewer,  who  signed 
the  bond  for  behoof  of  the  company,  the  satne  was  void  and 
null,  and  the  horning  following  thereon,  in  1740,  was  also 
inept  on  the  same  ground,  and  also  because,  when  executed, 
of  this  date,  these  gentlemen  were  not  in  office,  and  no  long- 
er ^A^/^re^ent  Governor  and  Directors;  as  by  the  constitutioa 
of  the  company,  they  had  retired  from  office  and  given  place 
to  others :  so  that  the  whole  proceedings  being  inept,  were 
inoperative  to  interrapt  prescription. 
July  21, 1784.  ^^^  Court,  of  this  dale,  found  "  that  the  decree  of  con* 
**  stitution  at  the  late  Sir  James  Grant's  instance,  with  the 
**  horning  and  execution  following  thereon,  sufficiently  in<» 
''  terrupt  the  negative  prescription,  and  therefore  repel  the 
«  objection  made  to  the  interest  produced  and  claimed  by 


cc 
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"  the  present  Sir  James  Grant,  and  remit  to  the  Lord  Or-      1785. 
"  dinary  to  proceed  accordingly."      On  reclaiming  petition 


the  Court  adhered ;  and,  in  terms  of  the  remit,  the  Lord  o**'^"*  ^^' 
Ordinary  found  "  the  present  Sir  James  Grant  a  just  and     grant. 
"  lawful  creditor  to  the  York  Buildings  Company,  for  the  Nov.  24,1784. 
"  several  accumulated  sums  contained  in  his  adjudication,    ^^'     * 
and  interest  thereon  mentioned,  bygone  and  in  time  com- 
ing, and  ordaining  him  to  be  ranked  among  the  creditors 
of  the  said  Company  in  his  proper  place." 
Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellate. — ^The  contract  on  which  the 
respondent  founds  hid  claim  being  prescribed,  he  is  not  en* 
titled  to  be  ranked  as  a  creditor,  unless  he  can  show  that 
the  prescription  has  been  interrupted  by  some  legal  docu- 
ment taken  within  40  years.    The  decree  in  1736  was  not  a 
good  decree,  nor  the  homing  a  good  homing,  because  the 
summons,  which  was  the  foundation  of  both,  did  not  call  the 
company  by  its  corporate  name — the  name  in  which,  by  the 
act  constituting  it  a  corporation,  it  was  authorized  to  sue 
and  be  sued.     They  entered  into  the  contract  in  their  cor- 
porate name ;  and  though  the  bond  is  founded  on  in  the 
summons,  yet  the  parties  who  signed  that  bond  for  behalf 
of  the  company  are  not  even  called.    Further,  the  horning 
was  specially  inept,  because  it  was  raised,  and  the  charge 
on  it  given  in  1740,  against  the  same  directors  as  named  in 
the  decree  of  1736,  when  these  parties  had  ceased  to  be      ' 
directors,  and  even  after  some  of  them  were  dead.    As, 
therefore,  the  corporate  firm  was  not  charged,  nor  included 
in  the  homing,  there  was  no  proper  or  legal  warrant  for  dili« 
gence  to  charge  any  one  partner  more  than  another,  or  to 
oharge  the  new  directors ;  or  to  charge  the  old  as  present 
directors,  after  they  had  ceased  to  be  so.     The  proper  course 
undoubtedly  was,  to  call  the  corporate  firm,  and  then,  under 
this  general  name,  to  have  presented  a  bill  to  the  bill  cham- 
ber for  letters  of  homing,  stating  the  change  of  directors, 
and  craving  homing  to  go  out  against  the  new  directors  in 
room  of  the  old.   The  whole  procedure,  therefore,  being  in- 
ept, could  form  no  interruption  of  prescription. 

Pleaded  far  Respondent — In  citing  the  governor  and  as- 
sistants of  the  York  Buildings  Company  who  were  in  office 
at  the  date  of  the  summons  and  decree  in  1736,  the  com- 
pany or  corporate  body  were  in  effect  duly  called.  And, 
consequently,  if  they  were  properly  cited  by  the  summons, 
they  were  regularly  condemned  by  the  decree,  and  charged 
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1785.       by  the  horning,  because  the  decree  conforms  in  all  respects 
to  the  summons,  and  the  horning  to  the  decree.     The  sum- 


—  -'     — —  #  —  ^^^3 —    —  — •  —  —  - 

GROVE,  &c.  jjjQQg  having  called  certain  individuals  of  the  company,  de- 
GBANT.  cree  could  not  go  out  against  any  other  than  those  in  the 
summons ;  nor  could  the  horning  proceeding  on  that  decree 
go  out  against  any  other  than  those  against  whom  the  decree 
was  pronounced.  But  even  supposing  the  charge  given  to 
these  old  directors  were  exceptionable,  still,  by  the  law  of 
Scotland,  prescription  would  be  interrupted  by  such  irregu- 
lar or  informal  charge  ;  for,  as  the  negative  prescription  is  a 
presumption  of  payment,  and  as  a  judicial  proceeding  by 
summons,  decree,  and  diligence  totally  negatives  that  pre- 
sumption, any  objection  to  the  diligence  or  procedure  in 
point  of  form,  cannot  destroy  the  evidence  which  negatives 
that  presumption ;  besides,  it  is  clear  that  Sir  James  Grant 
did  not  intend  to  give  an  informal  charge,  but  a  charge  such 
as  would  enforce  payment ;  so  that,  in  so  far  as  evidence  of  his 
intention  to  abandon  or  give  up  the  debt  is  concerned,  an 
irregular  charge  is  just  as  strong  a  proof  of  a  contrary  in- 
tention, as  a  regular  charge  could  possibly  be ;  and  there- 
fore the  presumption  of  payment  or  abandonment  cannot 
hold ;  and  the  plea  of  prescription  is  therefore  out  of  the 
question.  While,  on  the  other  hand,  charging  any  of  the 
parties  liable  as  proprietors,  was  sufficient  to  keep  the  claim 
open  against  the  whole. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained 
of  be  reversed^  without  prejudice  to  the  points  therein 
decided.  And  flirther  ordered  that  the  case  be  remit- 
ted back  to  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland  to  inquire 
'<  Whether  any  contract  in  question  between  the  Gover- 
nor and  Co.  of  Undertakers  for  raising  the  Thames 
Water  in  York  Buildings  and  the  late  Sir  James 
**  Grant,  be  at  this  time  subsisting  in  force,  or  the  said 
''  corporation  in  any  manner  chargeable  thereupon/' 
And  it  is  further  ordered.  That  the  said  Court  of  Session 
do  proceed  thereupon,  and  upon  the  rest  of  the  cauae 
hereby  remitted,  according  to  justice. 

For  the  Appellants,  Ar,  Mucdonald^  Alex.  Wight. 
For  the  Respondent,  Eay  Campbell,  WHliam  Grant, 

Note — In  Morison  it  is  stated,  **  It  is  believed  the  suit  was  after- 
wards compromised.'' 


« 
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Rob.  Robb,  William  Miller,  Senior,  and  1  ^^^^^  ^^^ 

Georq&Uobb,  Burgesses  of  the  Burgh  r  Appellants;  v, 

of  Anstruther  Wester,  -  -      )  '"""^^c^''' 

William  Thompson  and  Others,  the  Magw-  )   Respondents. 
trates  and  Councillors  of  the  said  Burgh,  ) 

House  of  Lords,  26th  April  1785. 

Burgh  Elbction — Competency  of  Suit. — Held  that  burgesses, 
not  being  also  counciliore  of  the  borgh,  were  not  entitled  to  carry 
on  a  suit  to  set  aside  the  election  of  the  magistrates  and  town 
oonndilors  of  the  burgh. 

This  was  an  action  brought  to  set  aside  the  election  of  the 
Magistrates  and  Councillors  of  the  burgh  of  Anstruther 
Wester.     The  appeUants  appeared  as  the  only  pursuers  in 
the  action ;  and  they  being  burgesses  merely  and  not  coun- 
cillors of  the  burgh,  the  following  objections  were  stated  to 
the  competency  of  the  suit  at  their  instance.     1.  That  the 
appellants  were  not  constituent  members  of  council,  and 
therefore  could  bring  no  action  to  reduce  any  election,  not 
having  any  interest  in  the  same  ;  and,  2.  That  supposing  it 
competent  to  them  to  bring  the  action,  yet  as  the  same  was 
not  brought  within  two  months  of  the  election  complained 
of,  they  were  barred  by  the  statutes  of  the  7  and  16  Geo.  11. 
The  Lord  Ordinary  (17th  Feb.  1785)  pronounced  this  inter- Peb.  17  1786. 
locntor,  *'  Finds,  that  the  action  of  reduction  was  incompe- 
"  tent  to  the  pursuers  (appellants).     That  they  had  no  right 
to  carry  on  the  same;  and  therefore  assoilzies  the  de- 
fenders (respondents)  so  far  as  regarded  the  reasons  of  re- 
"  ductiOn,  reserving  to  the  pursuers  (appellants)  to  insist  in 
"  their  declarator,  and  to  amend  their  libel,  if  they  shall 
"  be  so  advised."     On  representation  the  Lord  Ordinary  ad- 
hered.    From  these  two  interlocutors  of  the  Lord  Ordinary  Mar.  4, 1785. 
the  present  appeal  was  brought ;  but  the  House  of  Lords  dis- 
missed the  appeal,  and  affirmed  w^ith  costs. 

For  the  Appellants,  Hay  Campbell^  W.  Grant 
For  the  Respondents,  Alex.  Wighty  W.  Adams. 

0 

MoTB. — Another  appeal,  involving  the  same  point,  came  on  from  the 
burgh  of  Kilrenny,  but  counsel  appeared  and  asked  to  withdraw  it ; 
parties  having  compromised  the  suit.  It  was  withdrawn  accordingly. 


it 
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1785. 


V, 
TENANT 


[Mor.  p.  1888.] 

JOUNSTON, 

^^'  Andrew  Johnston  and  Others,  Magistrates  ^ 
"  ^  ^c^      and  Councillors  of  the  Bargh  of  Anstru-  r  Appellants; 

ther  Easter,     -  -  -  -    ^ 

Alex.   Tenant  and  William  Gray,  Senior  \ 

constitaent  Members  of  th^  Town  Goun-  I  Bespandents. 

cil  of  the  said  Burgh  at  Michaelmas  Elec-  ( 

tionl784,       --  ^  -  -     ' 

House  of  Lords,  28th  April  1785. 

Burgh  Election. — Held  by  the  Court  of  Session^  that  non-resident 
burgesses  of  the  biirgh,  were  not  eb'gible  to  be  elected  conndllors 
or  magistrates  of  the  burgh,  but  reyersed  in  the  House  of  Lords. 

This  was  a  question  as  to  the  validity  of  an  election  of  the 
Magistrates  and  Town  Council  of  Anstruthen  It  was  ob- 
jected, that  Sir  John  Anstruther,  Philip  Anstnither,  and  John 
Anstruther,and  Gavin  Hogg,  Sir  John's  butler,  were  not  qusr 
lified,  nor  legally  elected  councillors,  in  respect  they  were 
non-resident  burgesses  of  the  burgh. 
Feb.25,  1785.  '^^^  Court  of  Session  pronounced  this  interlocutor :  **  Re- 
*^  pel  the  objection  made  to  the  service  of  the  complaint 
"  upon  John  Anstruther,  Esq.  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  and  find 
*<  the  service  on  him  sufficient :  Find  that  the  magistrates 
''  of  the  said  burgh  of  Anstruther  Easter,  and  those  put 
"  upon  the  leet  for  bailies,  ought  to  be  resident  in  the 
<'  said  burgh,  and  sustain  the  objection  that  the  said 
'*  John  Anstruther,  Esq.  was  non-resident  when  put  upon 
"  the  leet  for  bailie,  at  the  annual  election  on  the  14th 
"  day  of  September  last,  and  was  thereby  incapable  of 
''  being  elected  a  bailie;  and  reduce  the  election  of  the  ma« 
"  gistrates  and  town  councillors  made  for  the  said  burgh  at 
*<  said  election  ;  and  decern  and  declare  accordingly.  And 
*<  find  the  respondents  liable  in  full  costs  of  suit  to  the  com- 
**  plainers,  of  which  decerns  an  account  to  be  given  in." 

Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutor  complained 
of  be  reversed  {ex  parte)* 

For  Appellants,  Alex.  Wight,  Wm.  Adam. 

For  Respondents,  llay  Campbell,  W.  Grant. 

•  Note. —  Vidt  next  case. 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.  23 


1785. 


Sir  Hector  Munro,  Provost,  and  other  )  jppellants;       ""ill    Tc 

MemberB  of  the  Town  Goancil  of  Nairn,   )  '       ^^^^^' 

FoRBBs  and  Others,  Burgesses  of  Nairn,  Respondents,     forbbs,  &c. 

House  of  liOrds,  3d  May  1785. 

Burgh — Elrction  of  Magistrates. — Held,  that  in  the  election  of 
the  Magistrates  of  a  boigh,  the  ProTost  and  other  CouDcillors 
need  not  be  resident  burgesses,  or  inhabitants  of  the  burgh,  but 
that  the  bailies  and  office  bearers,  in  the  burgh  of  Nairn,  must 
be  chosen  from  amongst  the  burgesses  resident.  Also  held,  that 
the  town  clerk  of  the  burgh  is  incapable  of  holding  said  office, 
and  at  same  time  of  holding  the  office  of  one  of  the  magistrates  of 
the  said  burgh. 

This  question  arose  as  to  the  right  of  non-residents  to  be 
elected  to  the  magistracy  of  the  burgh  of  Nairn. 

The  ancient  charter  of  the  burgh  was  lost :  but  the  num- 
ber of  councillors,  as  far  back  as  the  records  went,  varied 
from  13  to  19. 

The  respondents,  the  burgesses,  having  objected  to  the 
introduction  of  country  gentlemen,  and  others  not  residing  in 
the  burgh,  into  the  magistracy  and  council,  brought  the  pre- 
sent action  of  declarator,  to  have  it  found  that  the  provost, 
magistrates,  and  whole  councillors  ought  to  be  elected  from 
among  the  burgesses,  inhabitants  of  the  burgh,  and  that  the 
town  clerk  was  not  entitled  to  hold  that  office,  and  also  the 
office  of  bailie. 

After  proof  of  the  usage,  the  Court  of  Session  ^^  found, 
(21st  July  1784),  That  by  the  constitution  of  the  burgh  of 
'*  Nairn  the  council  thereof  must  consist  of  a  provost,  three 
**  bailies,  dean  of  guild,  a  treasurer,  and  nine  councQlors  : 
**  Find  and  declare,  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  provost 
**  be  a  resident  burgess ;  but  find  and  declare,  that  the  three 
*^  bailies,  the  dean  of  guild,  and  the  treasurer,  must  all  be  re- 
siding burgesses ;  and  of  the  nine  councillors,  at  least  six 
must  always  be  residing  burgesses :  And  find  and  declare, 
"  that  the  town  clerk,  or  any  person  officiating  as  his  depute, 
*'  must  be  a  notary  public,  and  that  he  shall  be  incapable  of 
M  being  elected  a  member  of  the  council  of  the  said  burgh  in 
*'  any  capacity  during  his  continuance  in  the  office  of  town 
"  clerk  or  deputy :  Find,  that  the  expense  of  the  defence  laid 
*'  out  by  the  defenders  in  the  cause,  muiit  be  paid  by  the  de- 
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1785.       "  fenders  themaelTes,  and  cannot  be  laid  on  the  fands  of  the 
"  said  burgh :  Find  the  defenders  conjunctly  and  seTerallylia- 


MUKRo,  &c.  ic  \jIq  ^q  fjr^Q  pursuers  in  the  expense  of  extract ;  find  no 
F0BB£8  &c.  '*  Other  expense  due,  and  decern." 

Against  this  judgment  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants,^!.  That  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion has  no  jurisdiction  or  power  to  make  or  model  the  set 
of  a  burgh,  as  in  the  present  case.  2.  That  the  Court  had 
gone  out  of  the  action,  in  ascertaining  the  number  of  the 
council,  as  there  was  no  such  conclusion  in  the  libel.  3. 
That  there  was  no  law  requiring  the  councillors  of  a  burgh 
to  be  resident,  and  the  current  of  decisions  was  the  other 
way ;  and  4.  That  the  judgment,  in  so  far  as  it  declared  that 
of  the  nine  councillors,  there  must  be  six  resident  within  the 
burgh,  had  no  foundation  in  law  or  usage,  or  in  any  thing  but 
expediency,  which  it  does  not  belong  to  a  court  of  justice  to 
proceed  upon.  5.  That  that  part  of  the  judgment  which 
finds  that  the  expense  must  be  paid  by  the  defenders  them- 
sel?es,  and  not  out  of  the  funds  of  the  burgh,  is  quite  irregu- 
lar, and  foreign  to  the  present  action,  which  had  no  such  con- 
clusion ;  and  it  is  contended  that  none  of  the  appellantsought 
to  be  subjected  to  pay  either  the  costs  of  the  burgh,  or  that 
part  of  the  costs  which  the  decree  awards,  because,  as  guar- 
dians of  the  rights  of  the  burgh,  they  were  bound  to  defend  the 
action,  which  they  had  not  done  improperly  or  groundlessly. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — The  essence  of  the  consti- 
tution of  a  royal  burgh  is,  that  it  should  be  governed  by  its 
own  members,  residing  within  the  burgh,  as  appears  by  the 
common  law,  and  various  acts  of  Parliament.  The  Leges 
Burgorum^  §  77,  require  that  the  bailies  should  be  chosen  of 
**  the  faithful  men,  and  of  gude  fame,  be  the  common  coa- 
**  sent  of  the  honest  men  of  the  burgh." — The  act  1487  re- 
quires **  That  the  election  of  officers  in  burghs  shall  be  of 
*'  the  best  and  worthiest  indwellers  of  the  totvn,'*'  and  the  act 
1535  is  to  the  same  effect.  The  appellants  say  that  these 
acts  are  in  disuse,  and,  2dlj,  that  they  only  applied  to  office- 
bearers such  as  bailies,  &o.  and  not  to  the  remaining  coun- 
cillors; but  these  acts  were  never  repealed,  and  have  not 
become  obsolete.  Although  the  ancient  charter  of  the  burgh 
be  lost,  yet  it  is  clearly  established  by  usage,  that  the  prac- 
tice for  the  last  century  has  been,  to  elect  the  provost,  bai- 
liee,  dean  of  guild,  and  treasurer,  from  among  the  resident 
burgesses.  The  propriety  of  this  itself  is  so  obvious,  as  to  be 
admitted  by  the  appellants.    They  did  not  object  to  this  as  to 
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the  bailies,  the  dean  of  guild,  and  treasurer,  nor  to  the  part       1785. 

of  the  interlocutor  as  to  the  clerk,  and  yet  they  haTO  appeal-   

ed  generally.  monbo,  &c. 

After  hearing  counsel,  forbbs,  &c. 

Lord  Chancbllob  Thurlow  ndd  :— 

^  Mt  Lords, 
I**  The  first  thing  which  struck  me  was,  the  amazing  difierence  be- 
tween the  condosions  of  the  lihel  and  the  judgment.    I  had  directed 
the  counsel  to  speak  to  the  power  of  the  Court  thus  to  wander ; 
and  from  the  admission  of  both   sides,  assumed  it  as   a  clear 
proposition,  that  in  ail  actions,  the  Court  is  confined  to  the  matter 
submitted  by  the  libel."     (He  then  entered  into  an  examination  of 
the  evidence  of  the  nsage  in  the  bmgh,  and  said,)  "  If  it  had  been 
preyed  that  it  had  been  the  custom  to  elect  councillors  from  amongst 
the  residing  buigesses  only,  he  wonld  hare  proceeded  on  this  as  the 
law  of  the  burgh ;  and  if  there  had  been  yery  few  exceptions,  he 
might  haye  considered  that  as  an  abuse ;  but  the  instances  are  nu- 
merous and  constant  of  electing  non-residents.    The  question  then 
comes  to  be.  What  is  the  general  law  ?     I  see  no  eyidence  that,  from 
the  nature  of  the  office,  residence  is  essential.    There  is  no  statute. 
The  train  of  the  decisions  establishes,  that  residence  ia  not  a  necessary 
qualification  as  a  councillor.    It  is  said  that  a  proyost  need  not  re- 
tide,  and  it  would  seem  to  follow,  that  much  less  need  the  council- 
lors.   The  Court  of  Session,  in  this  case,  haye  found  it  impossible  to 
lay  it  down  generally,  that  councillors  must  reside ;  but,  without  any 
rule,  except  ideas  of  expediency,  they  have  declared,  that  a  certain 
number  of  the  councillors  in  this  burgh,  short  of  the  total  number, 
ought  to  be  residents.    If  the  Court  had  a  dUcretionary  power,  bor- 
dering on  a  l^slatiye  one,  to  regulate  the  set  of  burghs,  eyen  then, 
I  would  haye  varied  the  judgment,  for  that  discretion  should  have  led 
them  to  require  ih%  whale  councillors  to  be  resident ;  but  I  cannot  find 
that  the  law  had  clothed  the  Court  of  Session  with  any  such  power. 
Lord  Kilkerran,  one  of  their  number,  in  reporting  the  case  of  Wick, 
complains  bitterly  of  their  assuming  it.     In  that  case,  the  Court 
went  fiur  indeed ;  they  laid  down  a  new  qualification,  viz.  having 
property  in  the  burgh,  without  law,  and  without  evidence  of  the 
custom. 

'*  I  therefore  move  to  amend  the  decree,  by  leaving  out  all  that 
related  to  the  numbers  of  the  different  members,  as  not  put  in  issue  by 
the  summons ;  and  by  inserting,  that  the  Court  finds  that  the  bailies, 
dean  of  guild,  and  treasurer,  must  be  chosen  from  amongst  the 
burgesses  resident." 

It  was  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  interlo- 
cutors of  10th  July  1784  be  affirmed,  with  the  following 
yariations,  leave  out  after  the  words  (they  find  that),  all 
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1785.  the  words  of  the  interlocutor,  to  the  words  (and  find 

— —  and  declare),  and  instead  thereof  insert  (that  the  bailies 

DOD0LA8,  &c.         ^  J  office-bearers  of  the  said  bnrgh  of  Nairn,  in  all  time 

cuALMfiQs.  coming,  ought  to  be  elected  and  chosen  from  among  the 

real  and  resident  burgesses  thereof;  but  they  do  not 
find,  that  such  residence  is  a  necessary  qualification  of 
the  persons  to  be  elected  provost  or  other  councillors 
of  the  said  burgh,  except  the  magistrates  aforesaid) ; 
leave  out  the  words  (town  clerk),  and  instead  thereof, 
insert  (common  clerk  of  the  said  burgh) ;  leave  out 
after  the  words  (incapable  of)  the  words  (being  elected 
a  member  of  the  council  of  the  said  burgh,  in  any 
capacity  during  his  continuance  in  the  office  of  town 
clerk  or  deputy),  and  instead  thereof,  insert  (holding 
the  said  office  of  common  clerk,  and,  at  the  sametime, 
of  holding  the  office  of  one  of  the  magistrates  of  the 
said  burgh. 

For  the  Appellants,  Hay  Campbellf  J.  Anstruther. 
For  the  Respondents,  T.  Erskine,  Alex.  Wight. 


Mrs.  Hblbn  Douglas,  Spouse  of  James  ^ 
Bailub  of  Olivebank,  and  Him  for  his  in-  >  Appellants  ; 
terest,  -  -  *  .      )       ^ 

Mrs.  Elizabeth  Chalmers,  Widow  of  the  \ 

deceased  Archibald  Scott,  Surgeon  in  >  Respondent, 
Musselburgh,  -  «  •       ) 

House  of  Lords,  6th  May  1785. 

Ybhitas  Convicii — Rblbvanct  op  Do. — Drfamation. — In  aa  ao- 
tioD  of  damages  brought  for  defttmation  of  character,  where  the  Veri- 
tas convicii  was  pleaded  in  defence,  but  chiefly  founded  on  mmours 
and  reports  of  malafama.  Held,  that  this  was  irrevelant  to  go  to 
proof,  and  a  special  condescendence  ordered  of  the  particular  acts. 
A  condescendence  having  been  given  in,  it  was  objected  to  it,  that 
it  was  too  general,  vague,  and  bdefinite  in  ito  terms, — that  it  did  not 
set  forth  any  specific  act  of  adultery,  which  was  the  crime  with 
which  the  pursuer  had  been  de^Euned.  The  objection  was  sustained 
to  the  effect  of  ordering  the  defenders  to  give  in  a  more  articulate 
condescendence  of  the  several  facts  they  offered  to  prove,  as  well  as 
the  time  and  place,  and  a  list  of  witnesses  by  whom  they  meant  to 
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prove  8Dch  articles.    On  i^peal,  tfaia  interlocutor  was  adhered  to        1735. 
in  the  House  of  Lords.  .._ 


DOUGJ«A8,  &C* 

This  wafl  an  action  of  damages,  raised  at  the  instance  of  ^* 
the  respondent,  before  the  Commissaries,  for  defamation  of 
character,  against  Mrs,  Baillie,  the  appellant.  The  defence 
stated  by  the  latter  was  the  Veritas  conviciij  grounding  her 
allegations  upon  the  general  rumour,  report,  and  bad  name 
entertained  of  her  within  the  town  of  Musselburgh. 

A  long  discussion  took  place  before  the  Commissaries,  as 
to  the  releyancj  of  such  statements  to  go  to  proof ;  it  being 
objected,  that  Uiere  was  no  releyanoy  in  the  offer  to  prove 
public  report  and  common  fame ;  but  that  a  condescendence 
of  special  facts  must  be  given  in,  and  of  such  special  facts 
as  parties  can  join  issue  in.     The  Commissaries  held  thejalj  17,1783. 
defences  irrelevant ;  and  ordered  a  proof  of  the  pursuer's 
libeL    The  case  was  then  brought  before  the  Court  of  Ses. 
sion  by  bill  of  advocation,  in  which  the  appellant  contended, 
that  as  the  (pursuer)  respondent  had  stated  in  her  libel,  as 
a  quality  of  the  offence  charged  against  the  kppellant,  that 
it  was  committed  against  a  person  who  had  maintained  a 
virtuous  reputation,  and  as  this  went  to  the  very  issues  of 
the  charge,  it  was  necessary  that  the  appellant  should  be 
allowed  to  traverse  that  material  part  of  the  libel,  by  prov- 
ing the  reports  and  common  belief  of  the  respondent's  having 
no  reputation  to  lose.    Lord  Monbodo  reported  the  case  to 
the  Lords,  and,  upon  their  instructions,  refused  the  bill  of  Aug.  9, 1783. 
advocation. 

The  appellant  was  then  forced  to  give  in  a  condescendence 
of  the  special  facts  upon  which  she  grounded  her  defence. 
The  condesendence  set  forth,  that  ^'  the  pursuer,  Mrs.  Scott, 
'*  had  carnal  dealings  with  a  man  or  men,  different  from  her 
husband,  at  different  times,  and  in  different  places,  in  each 
of  the  years,  from  the  year  1750  to  the  year  1770,  both 
"  years  inclusive ;  and  upon  all,  or  one  or  other  of  the  days 
"  or  nights  of  these  years,  within  her  own  house  in  Mussel- 
**  burgh ;  and  the  house  and  garden  in  Fisherrow,  sometime 
"  belonging  to  her  uncle,  George  Chalmers,  writer  to  the 
signet  deceased  ;  the  park  called  Pinkie  Park,  and  in  other 
houses  and  places  in  and  about  the  city  of  Edinburgh, 
towns  of  Leith,  Musselburgh,  Fisherrow,  and  Dalkeith, 
"  and  the  towns  of  Perth  and  Dunkeld,  and  that  neighbour- 
*'  hood.  2.  That  during  the  period  above  mentioned,  the 
"  pursuer  and  a  man  or  men,  different  from  her  husband, 


« 
« 
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1785.       "  yfQT^Q  frequently  seen  at  unseasonable  hours,  in  solitary  and 
"  unfrequented  places,  in  suspect  postures.    3.  That  the 


DoaoLAs,  &c. "  pursuer,  during  the  foresaid  space,  was  frequently  in  the 
cH  ALMS        *  ^^  ^^  travelling  in  a  chaise,  or  other  carriage,  with  a  man. 


"  different  from  her  husband,  by  themselves,  in  the  night 
time,  as  well  as  in  the  day ;  on  many  of  these  occasions, 
she  frequently  used  to  sit  privately  in  the  carriage,  with 
*'  the  blinds  drawn  up,  while  that  carriage  waited  for  the 
'*  said  man,  at  the  place  where  he  was  dining  out,  and  in 
**  this  situation  she  would  sit  for  hours  together.  And 
*'  thereafter  she  would  have  travelled  to  the  country  with 
'  ''  said  man,  at  very  unseasonable  hours,  and  frequently  very 
**  much  flustered  with  liquor.  4.  That  upon  account  of 
"  Mrs.  Scott's  improper  behaviour  in  the  particulars  above 
"  stated,  not  only  the  relations  of  her  husband,  but  many  of 
'*  her  own  blood  relations  gave  up  either  visiting  or  receiving 
**  visits  from  her,  not  only  during  that  period,  but  ever  since. 
'*  Thatupononeorotherof  the  nightsof  the  period  above  men- 
"  tioned,  the  sign  post  or  board,  belonging  to  an  ale-seller 
in  the  town  of  Musselburgh  or  Fisberrow,  of  the  name  of 
Horn,  and  upon  which,  in  allusion  to  his  name,  was  paint- 
«  ed  a  pair  of  horns,  was  removed  from  the  ale-house,  and 
"  placed  at  the  door  of  the  house  of  Mr.  Scott,  the  pursuer's 
"  husband.  Lastly,  That  during  the  period  above  mentioned, 
'*  the  conduct  of  the  pursuer  was  so  improper,  as  to  render 
'*  her  and  her  gallants  not  only  the  general  topic  of  conver- 
**  sation,  and  the  subject  of  songs,  but  the  just  offence  of  all 
"  the  virtuous  part  of  the  neighbourhood  in  which  she 
«*  lived." 

The  case  having  again  come  before  the  Commissaries  upon 
this  condescendence  and  offer  of  proof,  they  found  **  the 
June  7, 1784. «  proof  offered  irrelevant,  and  refused  the  same."  On  advo- 
cation of  this  interlocutor.  Lord  Braxfield  refused  the  biU ; 
and  on  reclaiming  petition  to  the  whole  Lords,  the  Court, 
after  full  discussion,  **  ordained  the  appellants  (defenders) 
"  to  give  in  a  more  distinct  and  articulate  condescendence 
'<  of  the  several  facts  they  offer  to  prove,  and  a  list  of  the 
**  witnesses  by  whom  they  mean  to  prove  each  article  to  be 
"  condescended  on." 

A  condescendence  was  then  given  of  the  special  acts,  ac- 
companied with  the  names  of  such  witnesses  as  had  then 
come  to  her  knowledge. 

After  some  discussion  on  the  condescendence,  and  par- 
ticularly on  the  necessity  of  condescending  on  the  names  of 
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the  witnesses;   and  also  of  confining   the  proof  to  such       ^785. 
charges    as  could  be  established  by  eje  witnesses ;    the 


.    ..DOUOX.AS,   &C. 


p. 
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Court  finally  found  "  the  defence  offered  of  a  Veritas  convicii 

"  competent  in  this  cause  to  exculpate  or  alleviate,  and  re-   chalhbbs. 

mit  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  refuse  the  bill  of  advocation,  ^^^'  22,1785. 

and  remit  to  the  Commissaries,  with  this  instruction, 
**  that  they  allow  the  defenders  a  proof  of  the  following 
''  articles  by  the  witnesses,  specially  condescended  on  for 
"  proving  the  same,  or  by  such  other  witnesses  in  the  list 
"  annexed  to  their  condescendence,  as  in  the  course  of  the 
"  proof  may  appear  material"  (Here  followed  the  parti- 
cular articles  specified  with  reference  to  person,  time  and 
place,  the  latitude  as  to  time  being  ten  weeks  before  and  ten 
weeks  after  the  particular  acts).  On  reclaiming  petition  the  Mar.  10,1785. 
Court  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
to  the  house  of  Lords. 

Pleaded/or  the  Appettant.^^l.  The  respondent's  libel  ex* 
pressly  sets  forth  as  an  aggravation,  and  indeed  the  very 
essence  of  the  offence  charged  Against  the  appellant,  that 
"  Defaming  and  calumniating  any  person  or  persons  in  their 

good  name,  character,  and  reputation,  giving  them  and 

their  families  opprobrious  and  reproachful  names  and  epi- 
"  thets,  tending  not  only  to  lessen  their  esteem  and  respect 
"  in  the  opinion  of  all  their  neighbours  and  acquaintances, 
'*  but  also  to  disturb  the  quiet  and  peace  of  such  persons  in 
''  their  families  at  home,  by  being  hurtful  to,  and  inconsist- 
"  ent  with  the  connection  of  husband  and  wife,  are  crimes 
"  of  a  most  attrocious  and  heinous  nature,  and  by  law  se- 
"  verely  punishable ;  and  more  especially,  when  such  crimes 
"are  committed  against  persons  who  have  maintained  a 
"  virtuous  reputation."  The  libel  also  sets  forth,  "  That 
"  the  expressions  used  by  the  appellant  were^abe,  injurious, 
"  and  defamatory,  and  that  the  appellant  did  otherwise  in* 
*'  suit  and  defame  and  scandalize  the  respondent."  The 
amount  of  the  charge  therefore  is,  that  the  stories  alleged 
to  have  been  mentioned  by  the  appeUant  to  the  respondent's 
prejudice,  were  not  only  false,  but  malicious,  invented,  de* 
vised,  and  circulated  by  the  appellant  with  a  malicious  in- 
tention to  deprive  the  respondent  of  an  unblemished  fame 
and  reputation,  which  she  formerly  possessed ;  the  two  facts 
upon  which  the  relevancy  of  the  respondent's  libel  entirely 
depends,  are  her  own  unblemished  fame  and  reputation, 
and  the  appellant  having  been  the  malicious  inventor  of  the 
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1785.       reports  to  her  prejudice.    The  Court  of  Session,  after  much 
litigation^  found  the  necessity  of  allowing  a  proof  of  the  re- 


i>ouaLAfl,  «to.  gpondent  having  actually  been  guilty  of  adultery,  because  if 
oHALXBfts.   that  were  proved,  the  libel  would  fall  to  the  ground ;  but  a 
proof  of  the  existence  of  general  report  and  universal  belief 
of  the  respondent  having  been  thus  guilty,  will  equally  tra- 
verse the  libely  in  so  far  as  it  proceeds  upon  the  averment  of 
her  having  been  of  unblemished  fame  and  reputation.      It 
will  also  completely  exculpate  the  appellant  from  the  charge 
of   having  invented    and    circulated  the  stories   to    her 
prejudice,  and  ought    therefore    to    have  been  allowed. 
2.  But  the  Court  of  Session  not  only  refused  a  proof  of 
the  respondent's  bad  fame  and  reputation,  but  also  of  va- 
rious covert  acts  of  reproach  aigainst  her  by  numbers  of  per- 
sons in  the  town  of  Musselburgh  and  neighbourhood,  for  a 
long  tract  of  years,  evincing  in  the  clearest  manner,   not 
only  their  general  opinion  of  respondent's  character,  bat 
their  knowledge  of  particular  irregularities  in  her  conduct, 
their  strong  sense  of  which  they  demonstrated  by  the  pas- 
quinades, songs,  and  other  public  insults  specified  in  9,  10, 
11, 12,  13,  and  end  of  the  14  articles  of  the  condescendence. 
They  have  also  refused  a  proof  of  the  general  malafamch  and 
of  the  conduct  of  the  public  in  general,  as  evincing  the  same, 
but  have  also  denied  the  appellant  a  proof  that  the  respon- 
dent's husband's  relations,  and  her  own  nearest  connections 
in  blood,  did,  on  account  of  her  improper  conduct  alone, 
renounce  her  society;    a  circumstance  which  goes  further 
than  to  establish  a  general  mala  fama^  and  affords  a  strong 
degree  of  circumstantial  evidence  of  the  respondent's  actual 
guilt,  which  the  appellant  ought  not  to  be  precluded  from 
adducing  in  support  of  the  proof  she.  has  been  allowed  to 
bring  on  that  point.    3.  Although  the  Court  of  Session  has 
allowed  a  proof  of  certain  specific  facts,  in  order  to  fix  the 
guilt  of  adultery  on  the  respondent,  yet  they  have  refused 
the  appellant  a  proof  of  va/rious  circuTnstances  contained  in 
all  or  most  of  the  articles  of  the  condescendence,  which, 
though  perhaps  not  sufficient  for  this  purpose,  when  taken 
by  themselves,  would,  as  links  of  the  general  chain  of  evi- 
dence, be  of  in£nite  importance  in  the  proof  of  the  Veritas 
oonvicit  allowed  to  the  appellant,  and  which  being  wanting, 
must  necessarily  tend  to  weaken  the  proof  she  expects  to 
bring  upon  that  head,  which,  like  every  other  proof  of 
the  same  nature,  must  be  in  a  great  measure  circumstantial. 
Besides,  the  proof  which  the  Court  of  Session  has  allowed  of 
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the  Veritas  convieiij  is  so  restricted  and  hampered  by  limi-       1785. 
tations  in  point  of  time  and  place,  as  to  lead  to  the  coneeal-  ' 

ment  of  those  facts,  which  it  must  have  been  the  object  Qf^^^^^^^f 
the  Court  to  expiscate.  The  Court  has  restricted  the  proof  cBAunB§. 
of  each  of  the  facts  to  a  period  of  five  months,  which  re- 
striction is  contrary  to  law,  because  the  appellant's  legal  de- 
fence being,  that  the  respondent  was  guilty  at  any  time  with* 
in  the  general  period  specified  in  her  condescendence, 
and  specially  at  certain  periods  within  that  time,  though  be- 
yond the  five  months,  the  natural  consequence  is,  to  cut  her 
off  from  proof  of  those  latter  specific  charges.  4.  The  inter* 
locutors  are  also  unprecedented,  in  so  far  as  they  allow  the 
special  articles  admitted  to  proof,  to  be  proved  only  by  wit- 
nesses condescended  on  for  proving  the  same,  or  by  such 
other  witnesses  in  the  list  annexed  to  the  condescendence, 
as  in  the  course  of  the  proof  may  appear  materiaL  It  may, 
and  probably  will  happen,  that  many  of  the  witnesses  in  the 
list  may  be  discovered  by  the  appellant  to  be  material  for 
proving  particular  articles,  which  they  are  not  condescended 
on  for  proving ;  yet,  in  such  an  event,  the  appellant  will  be 
barred  from  taking  any  benefit  by  their  evidence,  unless, 
which  naay  not  happen,  some  of  the  other  witnesses  to  that 
particular  article,  shall  by  their  testimony  bring  out  some- 
thing to  prove  the  evidence  of  such  witness  to  be  materiaL 
This  restriction,  besides  subjecting  the  appellant  to  the  risk 
of  losing  material  evidence,  will  involve  the  parties  in  end- 
less litigation,  as  it  cannot  be  expected  they  will  agree  in 
what  is  requisite  to  make  another  witness  material.  And 
the  restriction  further  excludes  her  from  adducing  witnesses 
who  may  emerge  in  the  course  of  the  proof,  simply  because 
they  are  not  in  the  list  given  in. 

Pleaded /or  the  Respondent, — 1.  Because  the  appellant's 
first  plea  in  defence,  that  she  only  repeated  what  she  had 
heard  from  common  report,  was  most  justly  repelled  by  the 
Court  as  irrelevant ;  and  the  proof  offered  that  there  were 
reports  unfavourable  to  the  respondent's  character  was  pro- 
perly refused.  Such  evidence  must  ever  be  contradictory 
and  unsatisfactory,  and  it  would  be  a  disgrace  to  any  court 
of  justice  to  hear  it.  It  can  be  no  justification  of  a  slanderer 
that  other  persons  were  equaUy  guilty :  besides,  the  charge 
against  the  appellant  is  not  her  having  said  that  she 
had  heard  from  others,  or  the  common  fame  did  so  and  so 
report  the  respondent,  but  that  she  roundly  asserted  facts 
most  injurious  and  defamatory,  as  if  they  had  consisted  of  • 
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1785.  her  own  knowledge.  2.  Because  the  proof  allowed  of  the 
—  Veritas  convicit,  most  properly  limited  to  the  special  articles 
CAMPBELL  Jq  ^^^  appoUaiit's  condescendence,  and  the  latitude  taken  of 
wsLBH,  &c.  ten  weeks  prior  and  ten  weeks  posterior  to  the  days  she  hap, 
after  the  fullest  time  for  inquiry,  fixed  upon  as  the  date  of 
the  criminal  acts  alleged,  surely  does  not  afford  room  for 
complaint  on  the  part  of  the  appellant.  And  the  whole 
strain  of  these  articles  being  inserted  simply  to  afford  col- 
ourable pretext  for  the  other  charges,  and  seemingly  insert- 
ed,  not  from  actual  information,  but  from  common  report, 
idle  tales,  and  fri?olous  circumstances,  it  was  quite  proper 
in  the  Court  not  to  admit  them  to  proof.  3.  It  is  certainly 
necessary  and  proper  that  the  respondent  should  be  appris- 
ed of  the  witnesses  by  whose  evidence  it  is  proposed  to 
establish  so  heavy  a  charge  against  her.  The  limitation  to 
the  persons  named  as  witnesses  in  the  condescendence  is 
just,  and  agreeable  to  the  constant  practice  of  the  Court. 
Proofs  at  large  are  never  allowed,  and  in  support  of 
general  pleas  or  defences.  It  will  indeed  be  evident 
that  the  appellant  did  not  limit  herself  in  the  conde- 
scendence, but  mentioned  every  person  she  imagined  could 
aid  her,  or  know  any  thing  of  the  respondent,  when  she 
made  out  a  list  of  no  less  than  168  persons ;  and  she  has 
notj!yet  assigned  a  reason  for  wishing  to  add  to  that  list.  4. 
But  if  she  has  any  further  evidence  to  lead,  it  will  be  quite 
competent  for  her,  under  the  reservation  in  the  interlocutor, 
to  move  the  Court  to  allow  proof  of  other  articles. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and 
that  the  interlocutors  complained  of  be  affirmed. 

For  the  Appellants,  T,  Erahine^  Alex.  Wight. 
For  the  Respondent,  Bay  Campbell,  Wm.  Adam. 


Wm.  Campbell,  Esq.  of  Shawfield,  .  Appellant ; 

John  Welsh,  Esq.,  and  Others,  Creditors  of )    R^anond^tjt 
the  York  Buildings  Company,  .         J    -««^po 

House  of  Lords,  11th  May  1785. 

Bankruptct^Ranking^of  Creditors — ^Landlord  and  TBNAig:< — • 
Retention  of  Rent.  —  A  tenant  had  a  lease  of  the  estate 
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of  Kilsyth  for  99  jears,  at  a  rent  of  £500  per  annum.     The        1785. 
tenant  afterwards  became  creditor  of  the  landlord  to  a  large  a-     ■ 
mount,  £72B2  of  hi»  debt  being  heritably  secured  orer  the  estate    ^^^^^^^^ 
on  bond,  which  bore  an  express  clause  entitling  the  tenant  to  re-   ^glsh,  &c. 
tain  the  tack  duty.    The  other  debts  were  secured  by  adjudica- 
tion ;  and  he  contended,  on  the  bankruptcy  of  the  landlord,  that 
he  was  entitled  to  retain  the  rent,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  the  in- 
terest  of  his  whole  debts,  and  then  to  extinguish  the  principal. 
Held  in  the  Court  of  Session,  that  he  was  entitled  to  retain  the 
rents  for  the  payment  of  the  interest  and  principal  of  the  £7282 
heritable  bond,  but  not  for  the  other  debts.    Beyersed  in  the 
House  of  Lords ;  and  held  that  the  tenant  was  entitled  to  retain 
and  impute  the  rents,  in  the  first  place  to  pay  the  interest,  and  in 
the  second  place,  the  principal  of  the  whole  debts  due  to  the  appel- 
lant as  are  preferable  to  the  debts  due  to  such  creditors. 

The  York  Buildings  Company,  who  had  acquired  all  the 
forfeited  estates  in  Scotland,  granted  to  the  appellant's 
grandfather,  David  Campbelli  Esq.  of  Shawfield,  a  lease  of 
the  estate  of  Kilsyth  for  99  years,  for  a  tack  duty  of  £500 
per  annum. 

Soon  thereafter  David  Campbell  became  a  creditor  of  the 
York  Buildings  Company  in  several  sums  of  money  advanced 
by  him  to  them,  amounting  in  all  to  a  sum  of  £10,000.    In 
particular,  £7282  of  this  sum  was  secured  by  heritable  bond, 
of  this  date,  over  the  estate  of  Kilsyth.    The  bond  having  1728. 
this  clause,  "  that  he  and  his  foresaids  shall  be  allowed,  and 
'*  are  hereby  allowed,  to  retain  the  said  tack  duty  in  their  own 
**  hands  from  Whitsunday  1732,  or  in  all  time  coming,  during 
'*  thenot  payment,in  payment,  protanto  of  thesums  of  money, 
"  principal,  annual  rents,  and  necessary  expenses."    Besides 
this  heritable  bond,  Mr.  CampbeU  was  obliged,  as  security 
for  the  Company,  to  pay  a  bank  debt  of  £1500,  accumulated 
with  interest  to  £1900,  on  which  ho  raised  adjudication  in 
the  following  year.    He  had  also  to  interpose  to  pay  a  debt  1729. 
against  the  Company,  due  to  Lady  Bute,  on  which  adjudi* 
cation  was  led  in  1735,  whereupon  he  obtained  assignation 
to  that  adjudication.    He  likewise  acquired  right  from  John 
Sommerville  to  an  adjudication  which  had  been  taken  by  him 
against  the  Company  in  November  1733,  for  the  sum  of 
£552. 

The  Company  never  paid  any  part  of  these  debts,  princi- 
pal or  interest,  to  Mr.  Campbell  or  his  representatives.  On 
the  other  hand,  they  had  been  paid  no  rent  for  the  lease  of 
the  estate  of  Kilsytb>  bat  had  allowed  Campbell  to  retain 

TOL.  UI.  '        .  D 
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1785.       the  whole.     In  the  meantime,  the  Company  became  bank- 
rupt, and  having  reference  to  the  manner  in  which  the  ap- 


cAKPBBLL  peU^Q^  ^^  iQ  account  to  the  Company's  creditors  for  these 
WELSH,  &c.  rents,  the  question  was.  Whether  the  appellant  had  a  right, 
as  he  contended,  to  set  off  against  this  demand  for  rents,  the 
whole  debts  acquired  by  and  due  to  his  grandfather,  with 
interest ;  or  whether,  as  was  contended  by  the  creditors,  he 
should  account  for  these  rents  as  a  fund  to  be  divided  among 
the  Company  creditors,  after  allowing  for  the  preferable 
heritable  bond  ? 

The  Company  being  engaged  in  extensive  schemes,  found 
occasion  for  large  supplies  of  money ;  and  having  obtained 
an  Act  of  Parliament,  impowering  them  to  sell  and  grant 
annuities  or  rent  charges  by  way  of  lottery,  they  issued 
transferable  annuity  bonds  to  the  amount  of  £10,403.  lis. 
upon  the  security  of  their  estates,  and,  to  render  such  se- 
curity effectual,  they  granted  a  disposition  in  Oct.  1727  in 
favour  of  trustees  for  said  annuitants.  This  was  the  first 
real  security  granted  over  their  estates. 

Upon  the  disposition  to  the  estates,  of  date  October  1727, 
the  annuity  creditors  were  only  infeft  14th  March  1729,  so 
that  the  infeftment  was  subsequent  to  that  of  Mr.  Campbell. 

In  1737,  the  annuity  creditors  brought  an  action  to  set 
aside  the  above  lease,  which  was  afterwards  dropped  ;  and 
it  was  alleged,  in  this  and  other  proceedings  in  the  Court 
among  the  creditors,  that  Mr.  Campbell  did  not  claim  a  pre- 
ference beyond  his  bond  debt,  and  did  not  seek  a  right  to 
retain  the  rents  except  for  it. 

Of  the  same  date,  1728,  with  the  heritable  bond  of  £7282, 
the  Company  granted  to  Sir  John  Meres,  an  heritable  bond 
over  their  whole  estates,  including  Kilsyth,  for  a  debt  due  to 
him  upon  which  he  was  infeft,  but  subsequent  to  Mr. 
Campbell's  infeftment. 

The  Company,  having  occasion  to  borrow  more  money, 
granted  in  1731  a  trust  disposition,  conveying  their  whole  es- 
tates to  trustees,  in  security  of  £100,000,  for  behoof  of  their 
creditors;  and  infeftment  followed  thereon  on  various  dates, 
from  4th  November  1732  to  January  1735.  These  were 
called  the  trustees  for  the  bond  creditors. 

The  Duke  of  Norfolk  adjudged  the  whole  estates  in  Scot- 

1732.  land  on  10th  November  1732,  for  payment  of  an  arrear  of 

tack  duty  of  £2025,  on  a  security  of  a  yearly  tack  duty  of 

£3600  per  annum. 

Noy.  10,1732.     The  Duke  of  Norfolk's  adjudication  was  thus  first  led,  but 
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the  appellant's  first  adjudication  and  it  were  completed  by       1735. 
charter  and  saaine  on  the  same  date,  viz.  19ta  January  1734. 


The  appellant's  third  adjudication,  via.  of  Sommerville's  debt,    campbsll 

acquired  by  Campbell,  was  led  on  7th  November  1733 :  and  „,,.!:  •, 

there  were  no  other  adjudications  within  a  year  and  a  day  1733. 

of  the  Duke  of  Norfolk's,  which  was  the  leading  adjudica-  N^^-  7'  ^733. 

tion.    Several  adjudications,  however,  were  led  during  Ihe 

year  1734,  and  of  course  prior  to  the  appellant's  second  ad- 1734. 

judication,  consisting  of  Lady  Bute's  debt  of  £1848,  which 

was  not  taken  until  Feb.  1735.  Feb.  I7d5« 

Mr.  Campbell's  claims  against  the  Company  thus  exceeded 
£10,000,  and,  consequently,  the  annual  interest  due  him 
was  above  £500,  being  the  yearly  rent  paid  by  him.  The  ap- 
pellant therefore  claimed  right  to  retain  the  tack  duty  or 
rent  of  £500  per  annum,  in  the  first  place,  towards  extinc- 
tion of  the  interest  of  this  whole  debt,  and,  in  the  next  place, 
towards  extinction  of  the  principal  sums. 

It  thus  appeared,  with  regard  to  Mr.  Campbell's  bank 
debt,  on  which  adjudication  was  only  obtained  in  1773,  that 
the  following  creditors  were  preferable,  1st,  The  Trustees 
for  the  Annuitants ;  2d,  Sir  John  Meres ;  3d,  The  Duke  of 
Norfolk  and  Partners ;  and  4th,  The  Trustees  for  the  Bond 
Creditors.  It  was  also  alleged,  that  certain  other  creditors 
were  likewise  preferable,  in  consequence  of  their  adjudica- 
tions, inhibitions,  and  other  diligence,  viz.  Bertram  of  Nisbet, 
whose  inhibition  was  recorded  18th  August  1721 ;  Rowland 
Ainsworth,  by  inhibition,  recorded  2  February  1727.  And 
there  were  four  creditors  whose  adjudications  were  within  a 
year  and  a  day  of  Shawfield's  first  adjudication,  and  entitled 
to  come  in  pari  paseu  with  him. 

Before  the  present  question  was  raised.  Sir  John  Mere's 
debt  was  paid ;  so  was  the  Duke  of  Norfolk's  debt.  The 
trust-deed  creditors  were  also  paid ;  and  the  annuity  credi- 
tors were  otherwise  provided  for.  The  question  lay  there- 
fore between  the  appellant  and  what  were  called  the  post- 
poned creditors  of  the  Company. 

It  seemed  admitted  by  the  creditors,  that  the  heritable 
bond  for  £7282  was  a  preferable  debt ;  but  in  regard  to  the 
three  adjudication  debts,  they  contended  that  these  were 
not  preferable,  and  therefore  he  was  bound  to  apply  the 
rents  exclusively  to  that  bond  debt,  to  the  extinction  of  in* 
terest  and  principal,  leaving  the  principal  and  interest  of  his 
other  debts  to  stand  over. 

The  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor,  **  Find,  That  in 
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1785.       *'  the  present  case,  Walter  Campbell  of  Sbawfield,  is  bound 

"  to  impute  his  tack  duties  terraly  to  the  payment  of  the 

CAMPBELL    ..  interest  on  the  heritable  bond  for  £7282,  os.  9d.  sterling ; 
WELSH,  &c.  "  and  to  impute  termlj  any  excess  of  tack  duties  to  the  pay- 
Dec.  7, 1780.  «<  ment  of  the  principal  sum  in  the  said  heritable  bond ;  and 
''  after  the  extinction  and  payment  of  the  heritable  bond, 
**  find,  That  the  tack  duties  are  a  fund  in  medio  to  be  divided 
'*  among  the  creditors  of  the  York  Building's  Company, 
'*  according  to  their  respective  preferences,  and  remit  to  the 
*<  Lord  Ordinary  to  proceed  accoridingly."    On  reclaiming 
Feb.  4,  1785.  petition  the  Court  adhered. 

Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was  brought, 
in  so  far  as  it  did  not  allow  him  also  to  retain  the  rents  or 
tack  duty,  against  the  other  debt  of  £3000  secured  prefer- 
ably, in  so  far  as  the  present  postponed  creditors  were  con- 
cerned. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant'^It  seems  admitted  that  this  is 
a  question  between  the  postponed  creditors  of  the  Company, 
(that  is,  creditors  not  equal  in  time  or  rank  with  the  appel- 
lant,) and  the  appellant,  and  there  is  no  pretence  that  post- 
poned creditors  can  maintain  any  plea  against  the  appellant, 
that  it  could  not  be  competent  for  the  Company  itself  to 
maintain.    Thus  then,  for  the  engagements  which  Campbell 
came  under  for  the  Company, — which  he  soon  thereafter 
had  to  pay  for  the  Company,  and  upon  which  he  was  secured 
by  adjudication,  as  well  as  for  the  £7284  heritable  bond,  he 
is  entitled  to  retain  his  rents,  and  to  set  them  off  against  the 
interest  of  the  whole  debts  due  to  him.    There  was  no  eoTe- 
nant  in  the  lease  to  pay  interest  for  the  rents  after  the 
periodical  terms  of  payment,  and  the  process  which  the  law 
permitted  to  found  a  demand  of  interest,  was  never  followed. 
The  appellant  might  therefore  n)aintain,  that  he  is  entitled 
to  charge  against  the  Cetnpany  the  whole  debts  in  his  per- 
son, with  interest,  and  to  give  allowance  only  for  the  rents, 
without  interest,  at  the  commencement  of  this  action.     Bat 
as  the  rents  were  not  demanded,  or  were  allowed  to  remain 
in  his  hands,  he  admits  that  they  must  in  equity  be  stated 
against  him  annually,  if  applied  to  the  whole  debts,  but, 
upon  the  principles  of  law  and  justice,  he  submits,  that  the 
respondents  cannot  be  heard  to  insist  that  the  rents  shall  be 
applied  to  one  debt,  so  as  gradually  to  extinguish  it,  prin- 
cipal and  interest,  while  the  other  debts  remain  entire,  and 
the  growing  interest  on  them  is  dead  stock,  when  all  the 
debts  are  precisely  on  the  same  footing  as  between  the  ap- 
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pellant  and  respondents,  who  are  creditors  postponed  to  him*       1785. 
The  interest  on  his  whole  debts  therefore,  must  compensate 


with  the  rents ;  and  if  there  is  a  surplus  over,  that  surplus  campbell 
must  go  to  extinguish  the  principal  of  the  debts  least  se-  welsh  &c. 
cared.  The  respondents  say  no ;  because  there  is  an  ex- 
ception to  the  general  rule,  arising  from  the  circumstances  of 
this  case,  viz.  1st,  Mr.  Campbell,  as  to  the  bond  debt,  agreed 
that  the  rents  were  to  be  applied  periodically  to  extinguish 
principal  and  interest  on  that  debt.  2.  That  he  did  actually 
apply  the  rents  in  this  manner,  and  consequently  the  mort- 
gaged debt  was  discharged,  and  cannot  now  be  reared  up. 
Bat  it  is  a  mistake  to  say  both  that  Mr.  Campbell  agreed  to 
apply  the  rents  first  to  principal  and  interest  of  the  heritable 
bond ;  and  that  ho  did  so  apply^them,  for  there  was  no  such 
agreement,  and,  of  course,  no  such  application.  And  it 
does  not  follow,  from  the  clause  in  the  bond,  that  the  ap- 
pellant is  prevented  from  retaining  the  rents  for  the  whole 
debts,  in  general.  This  was  the  understanding  of  the  parties 
at  the  time,  and  proved  by  the  circumstances  of  the  Com- 
pany, and  had  Mr.  Campbell  understood  otherwise,  he 
would  not  certainly  have  allowed  the  adjudication  debts  to 
he  over  so  long,  but  would  have  secured  them  at  once.  He  is 
therefore  entitled  to  retain  for  these  as  well  as  for  the  heri- 
table bond  of  £7284. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents, — The  mode  of  accounting 
for  the  rents  of  Kilsyth,  as  fixed  by  the  Court  below,  is  not 
only  just,  but  agreeable  to  the  understanding  and  covenant 
of  the  parties.  It  has  been  proved,  that  the  appellant's  an- 
cestor agreed  with  Sir  John  Meres  and  the  Company,  to 
take  an  assignment  of  a  preferable  debt,  for  the  purpose  of 
being  let  in  to  the  possession  of  the  rents  of  the  estate.  That 
Sir  John  Meres,  to  accommodate  him,  was  induced  to  give  up 
the  hold  he  had  of  this  estate.  That  Shawfield  could  other- 
wise have  had  no  titlo  to  the  possession.  That  he  succeeded 
hkewise  in  getting  the  Company's  corroborative  or  collateral 
security,  giving  special  power  to  retain  the  rents,  to  be  ap- 
plied towards  extinction  of  principal  and  interest  of  this 
debt.  That  Shawfield  had  no  other  debts  in  his  person  at 
the  time.  That  the  retention,  therefore,  could  apply  solely 
to  this  debt>  and  he  was  bound  to  apply  the  whole  rents  ac- 
cordingly. That  the  other  creditors  so  understood  the  mat- 
ter, and,  for  30  years,  allowed  him  to  apply  the  rents  accord- 
ingly. And  in  a  former  suit,  it  was  not  only  admitted,  but 
settled,  that  the  retention  applied  to  the  heritable  bond 
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1785.       debt  solely.    The  appellant  cannot  therefore  now  be  allowed 
'  to  claim  retention  on  other  debts  subsequently  in  his  person. 

CAUPBBLL    j£jg  ^j^ig  ^f  poggesgion  of  these  rents  was,  the  heritable  bond 

WELSH,  &c.  alone,  and  he  cannot  ascribe  that  possession  afterwards  to  a 
different  title ;  and  now,  after  the  extinction  of  the  heritable 
bond  and  interest,  claim  retention  on  the  other  debts  ac- 
quired, which  were  not  ranked  on  the  same  footing.  He 
was  bound  therefore  by  special  paction,  to  apply  these  rents, 
in  the  first  place,  to  the  extinction  of  principal  and  interest 
on  the  heritable^bond. 
After  hearing  counsel, 

Lord  ChanceiiLor  Thvrlow  : — 

'^  My  Lords, 

*^  This  is  an  appeal  from  certain  interlocators  of  the  Court  of 
SessioD,  (stated  the  interloGutors  of  7th  December  1780  and  4  th 
February  1785).  And  the  appellant's  complaint  is,  that  these 
interlocutors  have  laid  down  an  improper  rule  of  accounting.  • 

^*  To  avoid  the  mentioning  fractions  of  sums  and  circumstances, 
vvhich  have  no  influence  on  the  question,  I  shall  suppose  the  follow- 
ing case : — A  person  possessed  of  an  estate  under  lease  to  a  tenant 
for  £500  rent,  owes,  1st,  to  the  tenant  A.  £2000 ;  2d,  to  B.,  a 
stranger,  £2000 ;  dd,  to  the  said  A.,  the  tenant,  another  £2000 ; 
and  that  these  debts  are,  by  the  diligence  of  the  respective  creditors, 
preferable  in  the  above  order.  The  tenant  A.  is  entitled  to  retain 
his  rent,  and  apply  it  to  payment  of  his  first  debt  £2000  and  interest. 
In  something  less  than  five  years  the  debt  will  be  discharged.  The 
stranger  B.  is  then  entitled  to  have  the  rents  paid  over  to  him,  his 
debt  then  amounting,  with  interest,  to  £2500.  It  will  take  more 
than  five  years  of  the  rents  to  discharge  this  debt.  When  it  is  fully 
paid,  the  tenant  comes  again  to  hold  the  rents.  The  tenant  says  to 
the  landlord,  '  It  is  true,  in  competition  with  the  stranger  B.,  I  could 
only  found  upon  my  first  debt,  and  in  accounting  that  way  it  was 
exhausted,  but  in  competition  with  you,  I  will  state  myself  as  creditor 
for  both  my  debts,  and  I  will  impute  the  rents  first  to  pay  the  in- 
terest of  both,  before  encroaching  upon  the  principal  of  either.  The 
landlord  says,  you  did  in  fact  hold  only  for  your  first  debt, — ^it  is 
paid,  and  you  are  now  to  go  upon  your  second.  The  question  is,  What 
ooght  to  be  the  rule  ? 

*'^  In  the  cases,  a  great  deal  is  said  with  respect  to  the  crediton 
who  were  preferable  or  pari  passu  with  Shawfield ;  but  it  is  un- 
necessary, because  it  is  confessed  in  the  minute,  and  was  at  the  bar, 
that  the  postponed  creditors  are  the  only  parties.  2d,  No  doubt  the 
counsel  for  respondents  does  not  admit  this,  and  it  shall  be  guarded. 
But  at  present,  the  appellant  maybe  stated  as  preferable  to  all  the  other 
creditors  not  paid.   And  the  question  is,  Mr.  Campbell  being  allowed 
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to  poflsen  or  retain  the  rents^  can  he  impute  them  to  all  bis  debts,  or       1785. 
mast  he  impute  them  in  payment  only  to  the  heritable  debt  ?  «— ^_ 


"  There  arises  two  questions—  Campbell 

"  ].  What  is  the  general  rule  of  law  ?  wblbh  &c. 

'*  2,  Whether  there  was  any  agreement,  or  were  any  circnm- 
stances  to  take  this  case  out  of  the  general  rule  ? 

^  On  the  Ist, — It  is  plain  that  Shawfield,  as  tenant,  was  not 
obliged  to  pay  any  rent  to  the  Company,  while  he  was  creditor  of 
the  Company.  The  rents  were  just  equiyalent  to  pay  the  interest  of 
those  debts,  and  consequently  were  sunk,  and  he  is  creditor  still  for 
his  principal. 

"  On  the  '2d, — First  as  to  circumstances.  It  is  contended  that 
the  annuitants  were  preferable  to  Shawfield's  adjudications ;  and  in 
a  process  in  which  they  were  the  parties,  it  was  said  that  Shaw- 
field  stood  first  only  for  his  heritable  debt,  and  that  the  annuitants 
were  next  entitled  to  the  rent  when  that  debt  was  paid.  It  is  of 
no  consequence  in  the  present  case,  what  was  said  in  that  process, 
because  it  only  went  to  rule  in  competition  with  creditors  entitled  to 
a  priority. 

*<  In  the  proceedings  on  the  bill  of  suspension  1761^  the  heritable 
debt  was  declared  extinguishedf  that  expression  is  not  to  be  under- 
stood literally  or  generally,  but  secundum  subj'ectam  maieriam.  It 
was  a  question  with  the  annuitants, — they  are  out  of  the  field  or 
paid,— and  notwithstanding  that  decree,  Mr.  Campbell  continued  to 
retain,  as  against  the  Company  and  its  postponed  creditors.  Can  a 
concession  of  the  party,  or  a  declaration  of  the  Court  in  that  cause, 
operate  in  favour  of  persons  who  were  not  parties  ?  It  was  declared 
in  the  process  of  reduction,  that  they  could  not,  by  finding  the  an- 
nuitants only  entitled  to  plead  the  res  judicata. 

'*'  No  case  and  no  principle  of  law  has  been  stated  to  show  that 
the  postponed  creditors,  claiming  under  the  Company,  can  have  a 
right  to  plead  against  Shawfield,  what  the  Company  itself  could  not 
plead.  On  the  contrary,  and  in  competition  with  them  as  in  a  ques- 
tion with  the  Company,  Shawfield  is  entitled,  in  point  of  law,  to 
bring  all  his  debts  to  set  off  against  the  rents. 

'*  The  clause  in  the. heritable  bond  was  an  unnecessary  one.  It  pro- 
fessed only  to  do  what  the  law  would  have  done  without  declaration. 
The  respondents  want  to  make  it  an  obligation  upon  Shawfield,  to 
apply  the  rents  to  payment  of  the  heritable  debt  singly  or  preferably. 
Consequently,  to  let  all  his  other  debts  lie  over  with  interest  un- 
paid. It  is  impossible  to  imply  an  obligation  in  this  way;  it 
would  hare  required  other  and  more  express  words  than  are  here  to 
make  out  such  an  obligation. 

'*  No  consent  of  Shawfield* s,  to  impute  in  the  way  the  respondents 
contend,  is  to  be  found  in  the  proceedings.  On  the  contrary,  he 
claimed,  and  was  allowed  to  retain,  for  other  debts  than  the  heritable 
bond. 
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17S5.  *'  ^  therefore  more  to  rerene  the  interloeators,  and  declare  that 

.  Shawfield  is  entitled  to  retain  the  tack  dutj,  and  impute  the  same ; 

m'imnes      1st,  In  payment  of  the  interest  of  all  his  debts ;  and  then,  in  payment 
'''  of  the  principal  thereof  in  competition  with  creditors  not  preferable 

to  any  of  the  said  debts." 
It  was  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  of  7th 
December  1780,  and  4th  February  1785  complained  of 
in  the  appeal^  be  rerersed.  And  it  is  further  ordered 
and  adjudged  that  the  appellant,  in  account  with  the 
York  Buildings  Co.  and  their  postponed  creditors,  has 
a  liberty  to  retain  and  impute  the  tack  duty  of  £500, 
in  the  first  place  to  pay  the  interest,  and,  in  the  second 
place,  the  principal  of  all  such  debts  due  to  the  appel- 
lant as  are  preferable  to  the  debts  due  to  such  creditors. 

For  Appellant,  Ilay  Campbell,  W,  Grant, 

For  Respondents,  Ar.  Macdimald^  Alex.  Wight. 

Note. — Unreported  in  Court  of  Session. 


Janet  M'Innes,  Widow  of  Captain  Fair-  ^ 

BAIRN,  late  of  the  Sixty-second  Kegi-  >  Appellant ; 
ment,  -  -  -  -       ) 

Alex.  More,    -  .  -  .  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  23d  May  1786. 

Constitution  of  MARRiAGBr-Held,  that  though  a  party  joins  issue, 
and  goes  to  proof  and  final  judgment^  on  one  fact  of  her  conde- 
scendence, that  she  is  not  foreclosed,  on  failure  in  making  out  the 
issue,  from  going  to  further  proof  of  the  other  facts  and  circum- 
stances of  her  condescendence.  So  held  in  a  declarator  of  mar- 
riage. 

The  particulars  of  this  case  are  reported,  ante  p.  598, 
Vol.  II. 

The  appellant,  in  attempting  to  make  out  her  marriage, 
grounded  her  case,  both  in  the  libel  and  subsequent  conde- 
scendence given  in  for  her,  on  a  written  acknowledgment, 
which  she  alleged  was  sufiScicnt  proof  to  establish  a  valid 
marriage  between  them ;  and  the  House  of  Lords  having 
reversed  the  judgments  of  the  Court  of  Session,  which 
found  such  acknowledgment  sufiScient,  and  ordered  that  the 
Court  of  Session  do  remit  to  the  Commissaries  to  find  that 
such  written  acknowledgment  was  not  sufficient  proof  of  any 
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marriage  hayiog  passed  between  the  parties,  the  case  was      ^^^* 
remitted  accordingly.  , 

When  the  case  came  before  the  Commissaries,  an  inter-  9. 

locntor,  in  terms  of  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords,  morb. 
was  then  pronounced,  whereupon  the  appellant  again,  by  a 
reclaiming  petition,  raised  the  question,  on  a  new  ground  of 
law,  insisting  that  she  was  entitled  to  a  proof  of  all  facts 
and  circumstances  tending  to  support  the  other  grounds  of 
her  libel,  and  that  she  was  prepared  to  prove  and  establish 
a  constructive  marriage.  After  some  discussion,  a  conde- 
scendence was  ordered.  The  condescendence  was  given  in, 
but  it  appearing  to  be  almost  entirely  founded  on  the  letter 
already  adjudicated  upon,  the  Commissaries  rejected  the 
proof  offered.  On  reclaiming  petition  to  the  Court,  their  Noy.24,1783. 
Lordships  allowed  her  a  proof  of  her  condescendence,  and 
in  general  of  all  facts  and  circumstances  in  support  of  the 
libel.  In  contending  for  this  result,  she  stated,  that  as  she  had 
been  misled  by  the  Commissaries  and  by  the  Court  of  Ses* 
sion,  who  had  decided  that  the  turitten  acknowledgment 
was  sufficient^  she  was  restrained  from  going  into  a  proof  of 
all  facts  and  circumstances  constituting  a  marriage  between 
them  in  general  terms.  In  answer,  the  respondent  stated, 
that  having  been  allowed  a  proof  of  whatever  facts  and  otr- 
eumstances  she  thought  proper  to  insist  on  for  establishing 
this  alleged  marriage,  she  was  cut  off  from  going  into  any 
new  proofl  The  parties  had  joined  issue,  and  the  appellant 
chose  to  rest  her  cause  upon  the  evidence  of  the  letter,  to- 
gether with  what  appeared  from  the  mutual  declarations  of 
the  parties.  She  in  effect  renounced  all  other  proofs,  and 
agreed  that  the  cause  should  be  determined  upon  that  issue 
alone.  Nothing  therefore  was  omitted  per  incuriam.  She 
stated  in  substance  the  facts  she  now  states,  and  having  be- 
taken herself  to  a  certain  mode  of  proof,  and  waived  all  fur-  , 
ther  proofs,  the  question  cannot  be  raised  again.  Besides, 
in  the  civil  law,  after  a  party  had  concluded  on  taking  a  proof, 
he  was  not  on  any  account  allowed  any  further  proofs,  as 
appears  from  Novel,  115,  cap.  ii.  In  Scotland,  when  an  act 
is  once  pronounced,  whether  of  litiscontestationf  or  before 
answer,  and  a  proof  closed,  the  parties  cannot  be  allowed  to 
propone  new  facts  and  allegations,  which  is  expressly  pro- 
vided by  the  Act  of  Sederunt,  23  July  1674.  J*n-  21, 1784. 
The  Court  adhered  to  their  former  interlocutors.  ^  '  * 
These  interlocutors  the  appellant  brought  under  appeal 
to  the  House  of  Lords,  but  their  Lordships 
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1785.  Ordered  and  adjugod  that  the  appeal  be  dismissedi  and 

the  interlocutors  complained  of  be  affirmed. 


TOUNO 

r. 


BROWN,  &c.       For  AppeUanti  B.  W,  Miicleod,  John  Mackenzie. 

For  Respondent,  Ilay  Campbell,  Sylv.  Douglas. 


Alkx.  Young,  a  Linen  Printer,  -  Appellant; 

Messrs.  Brown  and  Company,  Merchants,  )   ^  jifMndpntg 
Glasgow,        -  -  -  •     J       ^^^ 

House  of  Lords,  7th  June  1785. 

Contract — Apprentice. — An  apprentice  haviog  bound  himself  to 
one  Company,  and  his  services,  on  its  dissolution,  having  been 
transferred  to  another  Company.  Held,  by  the  terms  of  his 
agreement  he  was  bound  to  serve  the  new  Company. 

The  appellant,  Alexander  Young,  by  articles  of  indenture, 
dated  April  1781,  engaged  himself  as  apprentice  to  Mesers. 
Macalpine^  Fleming^  and  Company,  merchants  in  Glasgow, 
binding  himself  **  to  serve  the  said  concern  of  Macalpinef 
Fleming^  and  Company,  at  their  printfield  of  Dalqaham,  or 
the  subeisting  partners  of  the  said  concern,  who  may  carry 
on  the  business,  or  their  managers  for  the  time  being,  &a 

The  appellant  entered  on  the  duties  of  his  apprenticeship, 
and  continued  therein  until,  as  was  alleged,  the  whole  part- 
ners came  to  the  resolution  of  dissolving  the  company, 
which  they  did,  by  a  minute  signed  by  them,  dated  Not. 
1784,  in  the  following  terms : — 

<<  We  unanimously  resolve  and  agree  to  dissolve  the  part- 
**  nership,  and  it  is  hereby  dissolved  accordingly ;  and  we 
**  hereby  order  our  affairs  with  all  convenient  dispatch,  to  be 
*'  brought  into  as  narrow  a  compass  as  possible ;  the  goods 
**  and  effects  of  the  company  to  be  disposed  of,  and  the  com- 
"  pany'^s  debts  to  be  paid  off  with  all  expedition.  And  we 
**  further  resolve  that  the  dissolution  shall  be  advertised  in 
*^  London  Gazette,  and  the  Edinburgh  and  Glasgow 
*«  Papers." 

After  the  dissolution  of  the  concern  in  this  manner,  some 
of  the  partners  of  the  old  concern  resolved  to  form  a  nevr 
Company,  which  was  done  under  the  social  name  of  Messrs. 
Brown  and  Company. 
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The  qnestion  was,  having  been  engaged  as  apprentice  to       ^785. 
Macalpine,  Fleming  and  Company^  and  that  company  hav- 
ing  been  dissolved.  Whether  the  appellant  was  bound  to  serve  9. 

a  different   companj  altogether,  namely,  the   respondents  BaowM,  &o. 
Messrs.  Brown  and  Company  ? 

The  appellant  contended^  that  it  was  no  answer  to  him 
to  say,  that  some  of  the  partners  of  the  old  concern 
were  partners  in  the  new  partnership,  because  it  was  mani- 
fest that  before  such  new  partnership  was  formed,  the  old 
concern  had  ceased  to  exist.  The  new  concern,  therefore,  was 
a  totally  different  concern  altogether,  and  there  being  no 
power  to  transfer  his  services,  and  he  having  bound  himself 
to  Macalpine,  Fleming  and  Company  alone,  Messrs.  Brown 
and  Company  had  no  power  to  force  him  to  serve  them.  It 
was  answered  for  Brown  and  Company,  That  the  concern  of 
Macalpine,  Fleming  and  Company  subsisted  in  the  same  way 
as  when  the  articles  with  the  appellant  were  entered  into, 
except  that  the  firms  had  been  changed ;  and,  moreover,  by 
express  contract  the  appellant  bound  himself  "  to  serve  the 
"  company,  and  the  subsisting  members  thereof  carrying  an 
'*  the  business,"  Only  one  member  retired  from  the  concern, 
and  his  share  having  been  bought  up  by  the  remaining  part- 
ners, the  concern  continued  and  subsisted  under  the  remain- 
ing partners  carrying  on  the  business. 

The  appellant'^s  bill  of  suspension  was  refused  by  the  Lord  Feb.  24.1785. 

Ordinary  (Hailes) ;  and,  on  petition  to  the  Court,  the  Lords  ^*'''  ^»  *^^' 

adhered. 
Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 

to  the  Ilouse  of  Lords. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and 

that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed  with  £100  costs. 

For  Appellant,  Edward  Bearoroft^  W.  Adam. 
For  Respondents,  Hay  Campbell,  J,  MorthUind, 


Charles  Merger,  Esq.,  of  Lethindy,  Appellant; 

Rkv.  Mr.  Williamson,  Respondent 

House  of  Lords,  17th  March  1786. 

Manse— Building  or  Repairing. — Held,  where  the  presbytery  had 
ordered  an  old  manse  to  be  pulled  down,  and  a  new  one  built,  that 
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1786  ^^^^  ^^^  °^^  preduded  from  doing  so,  though  the  old  manse  might 

_____^  be  repfured  at  a  less  expense  than  the  cost  of  a  new  one ;  and  also 
MBACBR  ^^^^  ^^'^^  ^®7  ^^1^0  ^^^  limited  by  the  act  1663  to  the  sum  of 

V.  £1000  Scots,  (£83.  6#.  Sd.)  but  entitled  to  go  beyond  it,  what- 

ever  the  expense  of  building  might  be. 


WILLTAKSON. 


By  law  the  heritors  and  land  owners  of  each  parish  in 
Scotland  are  bound  to  build  and  repair  the  churches  and 
manses  of  the  ministers.  The  manse  and  offices  of  the  pa- 
rish of  Lethindy  having  become  ruinous,  the  respondent, 
the  incumbent  of  the  parish  church,  applied  to  the  presby- 
tery of  the  bounds,  stating  the  ruinous  condition  of  the  of- 
fices, and  dangerous  and  insufficient  state  of  the  manse,  and 
praying  a  visitation,  in  order  to  have  these  restored.  The 
presbytery  having  taken  evidence  as  to  the  state  of  the 
manse  and  offices,  ordered  the  old  manse  to  be  pulled  down 
and  a  new  one  to  be  built,  together  with  suitable  offices, 
and  assessed  the  heritors  of  the  parish  in  the  sum  necessary 
to  defray  the  payment  thereof,  amounting  to  £210,  and 
granted  decree  accordingly. 

The  appellant,  who  is  the  largest  heritor  in  the  parish, 
holding  land  to  the  extent  of  three-fourths  of  the  whole 
property  in  it,  received  notice  of  these  proceedings,  but  did 
not  do  any  thing  further  than  intimate  his  opinion  that  he 
deemed  a  repair  of  the  old  manse  quite  sufficient,  in  the  cir- 
cumstances. But  this  course  not  having  been  adopted,  he 
brought  a  suspension  of  the  decree  of  the  presbytery  to  the 
Court  of  Session,  setting  forth  that  the  manse  having  been 
built  so  recently  as  1756,  could  not  be  beyond  repair  from 
age,  and  that  a  repair  was  the  proper  step  that  ought  to  be 
taken. 

The  Lord  Ordinary,  after  a  remit  made  to  a  builder  to  ex- 
amine and  report  on  the  condition  of  the  manse,  pronounc- 

Aug.  10,1784.  ed  an  interlocutor,  findings  that  it  was  for  the  advantage  of 
all  parties  that  a  new  manse  should  be  built;  and  to  thisin- 

JaD.25, 1785.  terlocutor,  on  reclaiming  petition,  the  Court  adhered,  with 

F*h*  ^^'  "^  expenses,  and  decerned. 

Mar.  6,* Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — The  act  of  Parliament  pass- 
ed in  1663  provides  that  the  heritors  shall  provide  and  build 
manses,  but  it  also,  at  same  time,  stipulates  that  the  expense 
thereof  shall  not  exceed  the  sum  of  £1000  Scots  (£83.  6s. 
Sd.) — That  this  was  a  positive  enactment  of  the  statute, 
which  being  binding  in  all  cases,  the  Court  of  Session  had  no 
discretionary  power  to  extend  it  beyond  the  maximum  men- 
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tioned.    Besides,  there  was  reaUy  no  necessity  in  this  case       1786. 
for  a  new  manse,  as  the  old  might,  as  is  clearly  proved  by 


the  proof  in  process,  ha?e  been  repaired  at  a  much  less  cost     i>ki<<^>'^ 
to  the  heritors.  ^illiI'mson, 

Pleaded  by  the  Respondent — The  plea  founded  on  the 
act  1663,  that  the  sum  is  limited  to  £83. 6s.  8d.  is  untenable, 
because  that  sum  had  reference  to  manses  immediately  then 
to  be  built  in  parishes  where  there  had  been  none  before. 
Perhaps  the  sum  was  reckoned  sufficient  in  those  days  for 
building  a  manse,  but  now  that  things  and  circumstances 
haTo  changed*  the  legislature  nerer  intended  that  this  sum 
would  be  sufficient  for  such  a  purpose  in  all  future  times. 
This  is  evident  from  the  act  itself,  because  in  the  very  next 
clausCf  where  it  comes  to  speak  of  the  repairs  of  manses 
then  already  built,  no  limitation  in  amount  is  imposed  what- 
ever in  that  department  of  expense,  while,  in  the  present  in- 
stance, the  new  manse  has  been  ordered  to  be  built  only 
after  the  most  dareful  inquiry  that  such  was  necessary,  and 
the  most  advantageous  course  for  the  heritors. 

After  hearing  the  appellant's  counsel, 

Lord  Chancellor  said, 

"  The  respondent's  counsel  need  not  answer.  The  Court  of  Ses- 
sion had  gone  according  to  the  spirit  of  the  statate,  and  according  to 
many  former  decisions.  The  appellant  was  inexcusable  for  bring- 
ing such  a  matter  here  ;  and  therefore  I  move  to  affirm  with  £100 
costs." 

It  was  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutor  com* 
plained  of  be  affirmed  with  costs. 

For  Appellant,  llay  CampbeU^  John  Hagart 
For  Respondent,  Alex.  Wight^  Wm.  Adam, 

Note. — Not  reported  in  Court  of  Session. 


Messrs.  Sturrock  &  Stewart,  Appellants  ; 

William  Porter,  Merchant  St.   Peters- 1 

burgh,  and  Alexander  Ogilvie,  Mer-  f  Respondents. 

chant  Leith,  his  Attorney,  ^ 

House  of  Lords,  27th  March  1786. 

Factor — Sale— Notice. — Held,  where  a  foreign  merchant  was 
commissioned  to  purchase  flas  for  a  merchant  in  Dundee,  that 
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1766.  the  former  was  not  liable  for  the  loss  of  the  flax  by  fire,  which  he 

■  had  purchased,  though  he  had  not  intimated  the  purchase  to  his 

ST  rRRocK,  employer ;  the  flax  being  only  part  of  the  quantity  ordered,  and  was 

ff'  put  into  a  store,  waiting  the  arrival  of  a  ressel  to  take  it  to  Dun- 

poRTBB,  &c.  dee. 

'  The  appellants  having  ordered,  by  letter,  their  correspon- 
dent, Mr.  Porter,  at  St.  Fetersburgh,  to  purcbase  for  them  a 
quantity  of  flax,  to  be  shipped  for  them  to  Dundee,  he,  in 
compliance  with  their  order,  had  purchased  several  parcels, 
and  bad  part  stored  in  a  warehouse  awaiting  shipment,  when 
the  warehouse  was  burned  down,  and  the  flax  destroyed  by 
fire.  No  intimation  had  been  received  of  the  purchase, 
which  was  only  part  of  the  quantity  ordered ;  and  when  a 
demand  was  made  for  payment,  this  was  refused,  whereupon 
action  was  raised  by  Porter  and  his  attorney  before  the 
Judge  Admiral  for  £481,  the  price  of  the  flax.  The  ques- 
tion was,  Whether  the  property  was  sufficiently  transferred, 
so  as  to  make  the  loss  fall  on  the  appellants,  or  whether  the 
loss  ought  to  fall  on  the  respondent  Porter  ?  In  defence  to 
the  action,  the  appellants  urged,  1.  That  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  the  purchase  having  been  made  as  ordered.  2. 
That  if  it  was  made,  they  were  not  liable  for  the  loss,  be- 
cause they  had  not  been  advised  of  the  purchase  previous  to 
the  accident.  A  proof  being  allowed,  the  letter  or  order  to 
purchase  was  produced,  and  the  following  points  establish- 
ed : — That  he  purchased  1071  poods  of  flax  for  the  appel- 
lants, and  laid  it  up  in  a  warehouse  to  await  the  arrival  of 
vessels  for  shipment ;  that  it  was  not  customary  for  factors 
in  St.  Fetersburgh  to  open  an  account,  or  make  an  entry  in 
their  books,  of  purchases  made  for  correspondents,  till  the 
orders  are  completed  and  the  goods  shipped,  and  that  it  was 
not  customary  to  give  advice  of  partial  purchases.  The 
Judge  Admiral,  upon  consideration  of  the  proof,  decerned 
for  payment. 
A  suspension  was  brought,  but  the  Lord  Ordinary,  of  this 

Dec.  9  1 784.  ^^te,  repelled  the  reasons  of  suspension,  and  decerned.     On 
reclaiming  petition  to  the  whole  Court  the  Lords,  of  this 

June  16, 17A5.  ^^^»  adhered  to  the  Lord  Ordinary's  interlocutor,  and  also 

Aug.  4,  1785.  on  further  petition  adhered. 

Against  these    interlocutors    the    present    appeal    was 
brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants, — It  is  the  general  rule  of  law 
and  custom  of  merchants,  that  goods  purchased  by  a  factor 
are  not,  and  do  not  lie  at  the  risk  of  the  merchant  commis- 
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ffloning  BQch  goods,  unless  the  factor  gives  advice  or  notice      1786. 
that  sQch  goods  have  been  porchased  on  his  account,  in 


terms  of  the  order.     In  the  present  case,  no  such  advice  was       ^'^'^ 
given,  and  therefore  the  flax  lay  at  his  own  risk,  and,  when  bucuanans. 
consumed,  was  a  loss  to  the  factor,  and  not  to  the  appellants. 
Had  advice  been  given,  they  might  have  insured  against 
fire. 

PUaded  for  the  Respondent. — Having  received  a  letter 
from  the  appellants  commissioning  him  to  purchase  60  lasts 
of  flax,  the  respondent  Porter  purchased  part,  consisting  of 
1071  poods,  from  Leverikoff,  which  part,  though  burned  while 
in  the  warehouse  waiting  the  arrival  of  vessels  for  shipment, 
was  the  property  of  the  appellants,  and  the  loss  fell  on  them, 
and  not  on  the  respondent  Porter.  The  latter  acted  in  com- 
pliance with  the  letter  of  instructions, — he  paid  the  price  with 
his  own  money  for  the  flax ;  and  it  must  be  shown  that  he  has 
been  guilty  of  gross  negligence,  in  following  out  the  orders, 
or  has  occasioned  the  fire,  before  the  loss  can  fall  on  him. 
The  property  being  the  appellants,  the  loss  is  also  theirs. 
And  the  want  of  advice  is  not  that  neglect,  for  which  law 
holds  a  party  responsible.  Besides,  it  was  clearly  established 
by  the  proof,  that  it  was  not  the  custom  of  merchants  at  St. 
Petersburgh,  to  give  advice  of  the  partial  execution  of  or- 
ders. No  request  as  to  advice  was  made,  no  intimation 
given  of  an  intention  to  insure  in  any  shape,  otherwise  inti* 
mation  would  at  once  have  been  given. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  the  interlocutors  be  afiHrmed. 

For  Appellants,  R.  MackintoaK  Alex,  Wight, 
For  Respondents,  llay  Campbell,  Edw.  Bearcroft. 

NoTB. — Unreported  in  Coort  of  Session. 


[M.  14,200.] 

Jamss  Hill,  Trustee  on  the  Bankrupt  Es-  )    ^      .. 
tate  of  Wilson  aud  Brown,  )     ^^         ' 

George  and  John  Buchanan,  Merchants  )    Resnondents 
in  Glasgow,  ) 

House  of  Lords,  11th  April  1786. 

Salb — Bankritptct. — 30  hogsheads   of  tobacco  were  bought  on 
the  eve  of  bankruptcy,  and  8  hogsheads  delivered  the  day  before 
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1786.  t^  failure  was  known,  bat  the  22  hogsheads  not  delirered ;  the 

■         bills  atipnUited  for  the  price  were  not  granted  ;  and  the  seller  in- 


HiLL  sisted  for  return  of  the  8  hogsheads.       The  bankrupts  voluntariJj 

^'  returned  them.    Held,  in  a  question  with  the  creditors,  that  the 

BUCHANANS.  „  .  ,    _  .        ^  .  «     ,  ,     , 

seller  was  entitled  to  retain  possession  of  the  whole,  on  emerging 
bankruptcy. 


The  question  in  this  case  was^  Whether  a  sale  of  tobaceo, 
made  by  the  respondents  to  Wilson  and  Brown,  liad  been 
completed  so  as  to  pass  the  property  before  bankniptcy. 
Mar.  5, 1783.     Of  this  date,  the  respondents  wrote  to  Wilson  and  Browne— 

**  Gentlemen, — We  make  you  an  offer  of  thirty  hogsheads 
''  of  tobacco,  imported  from  New  York  in  the  Ruby,  to  be 
*'  delivered  to  you  or  order  at  Greenock,  as  it  lies  at  the 
''  king*8  cellars,  and  at  the  weight  passed  at  the  king's 
"  scales;  one  of  which  30  hogsheads  is  still  on  board  the 
**  ship,  and  shall  be  delivered  to  you  when  landed,  at  the 
*'  price  of  23^d.  per  pound,  you  granting  us  bills  for  the 
"  same,  payable  at  six  or  seven  months  from  this  date."  Of 
the  same  date,  this  offer  was  accepted  of  by  letter,  signed 
by  Wilson  and  Brown,  and  samples  of  the  tobacco  of  each 
hogshead  sent.   ' 

The  tobacco  lay  in  the  cellars  of  the  respondents,  and 
Wilson  and  Brown  having  applied  for  delivery  in  terms  of 
the  sale,  of  eight  hogsheads,  obtained  these  through  their 
doer  in  Greenock,  who  shipped  them  along  with  other  four 
hogsheads  to  Liverpool,  in  name  of  Wilson  and  Brown  on 

Aug.  13.  the  13th  August.  On  the  same  day,  Wilson  and  Brown  had 
informed  many  of  their  friends  in  Glasgow,  that  they  were 

Aug.  14.  obliged  to  stop  payment,  and  next  day  their  failure  was 
public  over  all  Glasgow.  On  its  reaching  the  respondents' 
ears,  George  Buchanan,  one  of  their  number,  called  on  that 
day  at  the  counting  house  of  Wilson  and  Brown,  and  de- 
manded back  the  missive  letter  of  sale,  and  also  the  bill  of 
lading,  as  to  the  eight  hogsheads,  which  being  done,  the  bill  of 
lading  being  in  Wilson  and  Brown's  name,  was  got  altered, 

Aug.  15.  and  a  new  bill  of  lading  in  the  respondents'  name  was  pro- 
cured for  the  eight  hogsheads,  which  by  this  time  were  on 
board  of  the  ship  for  Liverpool  Mr.  Brown,  at  same  time, 
promised  to  return  the  samples  of  tobacco.  On  the  15th 
August,  the  whole  30  hogsheads  were  thus  completely  in 
their  possession  undelivered.     The  bills  for  the  price  had 

Aug.  17.  not  been  granted,  and  the  sequestration  did  not  take  place 
until  two  days  thereafter. 
The  appellant  Hill,  being  appointed  trustee  on  Wilson 
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and  Brown'a  estate  raised  action  for  £4780,  as  the  value  of       1"®^- 
the  30  hogsheads  of  tobacco.  — — 

The  Lord  Ordinary  ordered  informations,  and  reported  the  ^^ 
case  to  the  whole  Court,  the  leading  arguments  against  the  bochanans. 
action  of  the  trustee  being,  1.  That  the  sale  of  the  tobacco  was 
not  complete,  nor  the  property  thereof  transferred,  because 
the  tobacco  was  not  delivered^  nor  the  bills  stipulated  to  be 
gi?en  for  payment  of  the  price  granted.  2.  That  Wilson  and 
Brown  were  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  sale  ;  and,  3.  Con- 
scious of  this,  they  had  voluntarily  quitted  their  right  as 
purchasers,  and  had  given  up  their  right  to  the  whole  to- 
bacco to  the  respondents,  before  Wilson  and  Brown  were 
rendered  bankrupts  in  terms  of  law. 

The  Court,  of  this  date,  pronounced  this  interlocutor,  Jan.  25, 1785. 
**  Sustain  the  defence  and  assoilzie :  Find  the  pursuer  liable 
'*  to  the  defenders  in  expenses ;   and  appoint  an  account 

"  thereof  to  be  given  into  Court."    Their  Lordships  modified  Feb.  26, 

the  expenses  to  £50. 

Against  these  interlocutors,  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — The  sale  was  complete,  and 
the  transference  of  the  tobacco  in  question,  under  that  sale, 
to  the  bankrupts,  was  beyond  all  question.  The  exchange 
of  missives  was  evidence  of  the  one,  and  the  delivery  of  the 
samples  clearly  demonstrated  the  other.  Nay,  further,  the 
bankrupts  had  every  control  over  it.  They  had  got  actual 
delivery  of  eight  hogsheads,  which  they  shipped  on  their 
own  acconnt  to  Liverpool  as  their  undoubted  property.  The 
twenty-two  remaining  hogsheads  only  lay  in  the  warehouse 
to  suit  their  convenience  in  paying  the  duties  to  which  they 
were  subject ;  but  they  say  they  were  delivered  to  them. 
And  the  whole  delivery  of  the  tobacco  was  rendered  com- 
plete by  delivery  of  the  samples,  which  was  evidence  that 
the  whole  was  at  their  unlimited  disposal  The  transference 
being  thus  complete,  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  the  bank- 
rupts to  undo  the  transaction,  and  to  give  back  the  tobacco 
after  they  had  stopped  payment ;  and  for  to  allow  the  sellers 
to  resume  the  property,  would  only  be  conferring  on  them 
a  preference  to  the  manifest  injustice  of  the  other  creditors. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — The  contract  was  not  com- 
plete at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  of  Wilson  and  Brown, 
because  the  bills  stipulated  for  the  price  were  never  granted. 
Until  these  bills  were  granted,  they  had  no  right  to  the  to- 
bacco, and  no  control  over  it  whatever ;  and  if  they  had 
no  right,  as  little  can  their  creditors  pretend  any  right  to 

VOL.  III.  E 
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1786.  |^]2e  same.  The  property  of  the  tobacco  at  the  time  of  the 
bankruptcy  was  in  the  person  of  the  respondents.  It  had 
L»no»n,  not  been  transferred  to  Wilson  and  Brown,  and  was  unde- 
V-  livered.  And  as  by  law,  the  contract  of  sale,  before  actual 
BBOMFiBLD.  jg^ygry  of  tho  goods  sold,  establishes  nothing  more  than  the 
obligations  which  each  has  become  bound  to  implement,  the 
respondents  are  entitled  to  retain  the  tobacco,  and  the  cre- 
ditors not  entitled  to  claim  it,  without  payment  of  the  price* 
All  the  hogsheads  were  in  possession  of  the  respondents  on 
the  15th  August,  two  days  before  the  bankruptcy,  and  they 
are  entitled  to  retain  these  as  security  for  the  price  on 
emerging  bankruptcy.  There  is  no  delivery  by  samples 
known  in  the  law ;  but  even  if  deUvery  to  the  bankrupts 
had  been  otherwise  complete,  it  was  only  the  act  of  an  hon- 
est man  to  return  back  goods  which  they  had  no  means  of 
paying,  and  which  they  were  bound  to  do  if  they  contem- 
plated bankruptcy.  To  do  otherwise  would  be  a  fraud. 
And  indeed  the  whole  transaction  was  void,  on  the  head  of 
presumed  fraud,  because  at  the  time  it  was  impossible  to 
suppose  that  they  had  purpose  or  ability  to  pay  the  price, 
and  must  therefore  be  looked  on  as  parties  having  the  in- 
tention to  become  bankrupt  cedere  forOy  at  the  time  of  the 
delivery  of  the  eight  hogsheads. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  aflSrmed. 

For  Appellant,  John  Morthlandf  Wm.  Adam. 
For  Respondents,  Hay  Campbell^  W.  Grant. 


[M.  15,618.] 


1 


Mrs.' Ann  Patbrson  of  Eccles,  and  Philip 
Anstruthbr,  Esq.  her  Husband,  Mary   I 


Patbrson,  and  Albxandbr   Campbell   )-  Appellants; 
her  Husband,  and  Henry  Campbell  their   I 
Son,  -  -       .     -  -  J 

Stephen  Bromfibld,  Esq.     -  -  Respondent. 

House  of  liords,  19th  May  1786. 

EicTAiL. — ^A  party  had  made  an  entail  with  power  to  alter.    He  af* 
terwards  altered,  and  made  a  new  entail,  differing  in  the  destina^ 
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tioa  from  the  first,  with  a  clause  merely  referring  to  the  prohibitory,        nsQ, 

irritant,  and  resoIutiTe  clauses  in  the  first  deed.     Held,  this  refe-    , 

renoe  clause  not  sufficient  as  an  entail  to  protect  against  creditors,    patersok, 

Sec. 

In  1743,  Sir  John  Paterson,  Bart.,  of  Eccles,  executed  aao^FTELo. 
an  entail  of  his  estates  of  Eccles  and  Hope  Pringle,  contain- Jan.  29, 1743. 
ing  the  usual  prohibitions,  with  irritant  aild  resolutive 
clauses ;  but  reserving  power  to  alter  or  revoke  at  pleasure. 
The  entail  was  duly  recorded^  and  was  granted,  under  bur- 
den of  the  entailer's  debts,  with,  power  to  sell  the  estate 
called  Hope  Pringle  for  payment  thereof. 

By  B  subsequent  deed,  Oct.  1755,  he  revoked  the  power 
given  to  heirs  of  entail  to  grant  heritable  security  for  infeft- 
ment  over  the  estate,  and  he  also  discharged  all  further 
power  of  revocation  of  the  entail  This  deed  was  recorded 
in  the  register  of  entails. 

A  new  deed  was  executed  by  the  entailer,  in  July  I7589  Julj  1758. 
materially  differing  from  the  former  destination.  It  recited 
the  previous  entail,  and  the  power  reserved  therein ;  but  was 
obriously  granted  with  the  view  of  its  having  the  force  of  an 
entail.  It  had  not  the  usual  prohibitory  and  resolutive 
clauses ;  but  a  reference  merely  was  made  to  the  prohibitory, 
irritant,  and  resolutive  clauses  in  the  previous  entail,  by  the 
insertion  of  the  following  clause  : — "  With  and  under  the 
"  provisions,  conditions,  irritant  and  resolutive  clauses,  as 
'*  contained  in  the  original  bond  of  tailzie,  and  in  the  char- 
''  ter  and  infeftment  following  thereon."  This  deed  was 
not  recorded. 

On  the  death  of  the  institute,  the  respondent,  one  of  his 
creditors,  brought  an  action  against  the  heiress  of  his  debtor 
for  payment  of  his  debt,  in  which  the  question  came  to  be. 
Whether  the  latter  deed,  containing  only  a  reference  to  the 
prohibitions,  irritant  and  resolutive  clauses  contained  in  the 
former  entail  and  infeftment,  was  effectual  to  protect  against 
creditors  ? 

The  Court  pronounced  this  judgment,  on  remit  from  the  Mar.  1 1,1786. 
House  of  Lords :-— '^  In  obedience  to  a  remit  from  the  Lords 
''  Spiritual  and  Temporal  in  Parliament  assembled,  find, 
*'  That  in  respect  the  disposition  1758  differs  in  several  ar- 
'*  tides  from  the  entail  1743,  and  in  particular,  that  certain 
"  heirs  or  substitutes  called  by  the  entail  1743,  are  omitted 
"  in  the  disposition  1758,  and  that  this  disposition  was  fol- 
"  lowed  with  charter  and  infeftment,  therefore  it  is  to  be 
"  held  a  new  settlement  of  the  estate ;  and  not  having  con- 
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1786.       ''  tained  the  claases  prohibitive,  irritant  and  resolutive,  and 
not  having  been  recorded  in  the  register  of  entails,  is  not 


PATEB80W,  ((  ^^  effectual  entail :   Find,  that  in  respect  the  clauses  irri- 

r.  "  tant  and  resolutive  in  the  entail  1743,  are  not  particularly 

BROHFiELD.   "  inserted  in  the  disposition  1758,  the  same,  though  held  as 

''  a  conveyance,  is  not  effectual  against  creditors,  and  remit 

"  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  proceed  accordingly." 

Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

PleAded  for  the  Appellants. — The  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Session,  upon  the  present  and  former  appeal,  has  pro- 
ceeded on  the  supposition  that  the  deed  of  1758  was  a  se- 
])arate  and  distinct  entail  of  the  estate,  and  as  such,  not 
good  against  creditors,  unless  it  contained  the  usual  pro- 
hibitory, irritant  and  resolutive  clauses,  and  was  recorded  as 
a  separate  entail  in  the  register  of  tailzies.  But  the  appel- 
lant humbly  conceives,  that  if  the  deed  is  to  be  considered 
as  a  new  and  distinct  settlement,  in  so  far  as  it  differs  from 
the  previous  one,  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  Sir  John  to  ex- 
ecute such  a  disposition,  as  far  as  the  same  was  inconsistent 
with  the  entail  of  1743  and  1755,  because,  by  the  last  of 
these  two  deeds.  Sir  John  Paterson  had  renounced  and  dis- 
charged his  power  to  alter  and  revoke,  reserved  in  the  entail 
of  1743.  But,  in  point  of  fact  and  law,  the  settlement  of 
1758  was  not  a  new  settlement  of  the  estate,  but  merely  a 
continuation  of  that  previously  made,  and  must,  from  the  pre- 
cise and  special  reference  made  from  the  one  deed  to  the 
other,  be  held  to  be  one  and  the  same  deed,  though  in 
point  of  fact  a  separate  deed  ;  yet,  as  it  contains  a  clause 
making  reference  to  the  prohibitions,  and  irritant  and  reso- 
lutive clauses  in  a  fbrmer  one,  this  ought  to  be  held  just  as 
equally  sufficient,  as  if  it  had  contained  these  claases  ex- 
pressly enumerated. 

Pleaded  for  the  Jtespondent. — When  entails  are  set  up 
against  onerous  creditors,  a  stricter  rule  of  construction  is  to 
be  applied  to  them  than  is  commonly  done  where  the  ques- 
tion is  between  heirs;  and,  accordingly,  unless  the  requisites 
of  the  statutes  in  regard  to  these  deeds  be  complied  with, 
they  cannot  b6  effectual  against  creditors.  In  the  present 
case,  the  disposition  1758  was  a  new  settlement  of  the 
estate,  in  many  respects  different  from  the  previous  entail. 
•  It  contained  no  prohibitory,  irritant  and  resolutive  clauses, 
and  though  it  bore  a  reference  to  the  prohibitory,  irritant 
and  resolutive  clauses  in  the  former  entail,  yet  this  was  not 
sufficient  to  make  it  effectual;   and,  besides,  being  nnre- 
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corded,  it  was  totally  inoperative  as  such.     Even  assuming       1787. 

that  it  was  not  a  new  settlement,  still  it  was  a  conveyance 

under  which  the  institute  enjoyed  the  estate.     And  in  this  »0BfcRTB0N 
view,  it  was  equally  necessary,  in  terms  of  the  entail  act,  to      moLis. 
have  engrossed  the  limitations  of  the  first  entail  in  this  title, 
which  not  having  been  done,  and  the  general  reference  con- 
tended for  not  being  sufficient  in  law,  did  open  the  estate  to 
the  diligence  of  his  creditors. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained 
of  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  Ilay  Campbell,  Alex.  Abereromby^  J. 

Anstruther, 
For  Respondent,  Alex.  Wight,  Wm.  Adam. 


Albxandbr  Robertson,  Merchant  in  Portsoy,  Appellant ; 
Helen  Inolis,  Daughter  of  John  Inqlis,  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  14th  Feb.  1787. 

Mabriage  by  CoHABrrATioN  AMD  ACKNOWLEDGMENT. — Circum- 
stances  in  which  the  marriage  was  held  complete. 

This  was  a  declarator  of  marriage  and  adherence,  brought  by 
the  respondent,  Helen  Inglis,  against  the  appellant,  Alexander 
liobertson,  setting  forth  that  he,  Robertson,  had  in  1769, 
made  his  addresses  to  her, — that  he  had  urged  her  to  be  his 
wife,  which,  after  some  solicitation,  she  agreed  to,  and  soon 
thereafter  he  fitted  up  a  house  for  her, — that  she,  the  pur- 
suer, thereafter  became  desirous  of  being  formally  married 
by  a  clergyman,  but  he  told  her  that  this  was  not  necessary, 
and  that  they  w^re  really  man  and  wife,  and  that  the  cere- 
mony would  only  give  publicity  to  a  thing  which  he  wished 
concealed  from  his  father  and  mother.  That,  in  order  to 
satisfy  her,  he  wrote  out  and  delivered  to  her  a  contract  of 
marriage,  which  he  afterwards  abstracted  from  her  reposi- 
tories,— that,  in  virtue  of  these  solicitations,  and  on  the  faith 
of  these  assurances,  they  cohabited  together,  and  lived  and 
resided  in  the  house  above  mentioned  as  man  and  wife, 
from  the  year  17G9  to  1783,  during  which  time  he  behaved 
himself  to  her  in  all  respects  as  a  husband  would  do  to  his  wife. 
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1787.       by  providing  the  necesBariee  of  life,  and  by  owning  and  ac* 
knowledging  her  as  such ;  and  she  wasowned  and  acknowledge 


B0BBBT80N  ^^  ^  j^jg  ^j£g^  j^y  ^^iQ  minister  of  the  parish  where  he  resided, 
Dt^us.  and  by  the  whole  neighboarhood.  That  by  the  ten  letters  pro- 
duced,  he  acknowledges  her  as  his  dear  wife^  and  subscribed 
himself  her  affectionate  and  loving  husband.  The  action  was 
thus  founded  on  three  grounds,  1.  Protnise  with  subsequent 
copula.  2.  Habit  and  repute ;  and,  3.  Acknowledgment  of 
marriage.  In  addition  to  these  facts,  the  house  in  which 
they  lived  had  been  bought  on  her  account*  She  was  ori- 
ginally a  servant,  but,  preparatory  to  marriage,  he  sent  her 
to  board,  and  for  her  education.  On  that  event,  he  had 
given  her  an  annuity  of  £50  per  annum,  in  case  of  his  pre- 
decease. When  latterly  he  fell  off  in  1783,  and  proposed 
marriage  to  another  female.  Miss  Brown,  and  this  marriage 
was  to  be  celebrated  by  a  clergyman,  none  of  the  clergymen 
about  the  place  would  perform  the  ceremony,  so  public  was 
the  repute  of  their  being  man  and  wife ;  and  Miss  Brown  and 
he  had  to  get  married  by  acknowledging,  and  going  to  bed 
before  two  witnesses,  taking  protest  in  the  hands  of  a  notary. 
In  defence,  the  marriage  was  denied,  and  on  proof  being 
allowed,  and  taken  on  the  import  of  the  proof,  the  appellant 
contended  that  she  had  failed  in  establishing  any  of  the 
three  grounds  of  her  action. 

Fe').23, 1785.  The  Commissaries  pronounced  this  interlocutor,  "  Having 
''  resumed  consideration  of  this  cause,  with  the  deposition 
^*  of  the  witnesses,  and  letters  and  writs  produced,  find  evi- 
**  dence  sufficient  for  determining  the  cause,  without  the 
*'  deposition  taken  by  the  Commissioner,  and  sealed  up  by 
"  him,  which  the  Commissioner  refuses  to  open.  Find  the 
*'  facts,  cuxumstances,  and  qualifications  proven,  relevant 
**  to  infer  a  marriage  between  the  pursuer  and  -defender. 
''  Find  them  married  persons  accordingly,  and  find  and  de- 
<'  clare  in  terms  of  the  libel."  On  advocation,  the  Lord 
Ordinary  remitted  back  to  the  Commissaries  to  open  the 

July  8, 1785.  sealed  depositions,  whereupon  the  Commissaries  found,  that 
the  depositions,  when  opened,  did  not  alter  their  view  of 
the  case,  and  therefore  adhered  to  their  former  interlocntors. 
On  advocation,  the  Lord  Ordinary  reported  the  case  to  the 
Court,  whereupon  their  Lordships  directed  the  Lord  Ordi- 
nary to  refuse  the  bill  of  advocation,  and  to  remit  simpliciter 

Mar.  3,  178G.  to  the  Comissaries. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — It  is  admitted  that  there  was 
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no  actual  celebration  of  marriage ;  and  a  promise  of  mar-       ^^g^^ 
riage  with  oopula  following  is  not  proved.     The  letters 


libelled  contain  no  evidence  of  a  promise  dejuturo^  or  of  a  bobbbtbom 
consent  de  presenti  to  present  marriage ;  and  the  parole  evi-  ^' 
dence  does  not  prove  cohabitation  or  acknowledgment  in- 
dicative of  present  matrimony ;  but  the  Court  of  Session 
have  held  that  marriage  may  be  constituted  without  either 
aolemnization  or  conjugal  intercourse, — a  proposition  quite 
untenable  in  the  law  of  Scotland.  But,  on  the  supposition 
that  marriage  can  be  completed  without  either  solemnities 
or  conjugal  intercourse^  and  by  naked  consent  alone,  there 
is  no  sufficient  evidence  of  such  matrimonial  consent  in  this 
case,  so  as  to  constitute  marriage.  All  the  evidence  consists 
in  the  letters  produced  by  Helen  Inglis;  but  these  only 
prove  the  appointment  of  meetings  held  for  a  different  pur- 
pose, namely,  for  clandestine  intercourse,  and  they  are  ad- 
dressed to  her  in  her  maiden  name.  These  facts,  taken  in 
connection  with  those  sworn  to  by  Mr.  Lawtie,  the  minister 
to  whom  she  goes  for  advice  in  1782,  clearly  show  that  no 
marriage  existed.  She  denied  to  him  having  had  c^unal  in- 
tercourse. What  then  are  the  specific  grounds  of  marriage  ? 
The  law  of  Scotland  does  not  countenance  constructive 
marriage,  by  blending  together  circumstances  which  relate 
to  separate  and  distinct  grounds  of  marriage,  and  inferring 
from  these,  when  so  massed  together,  the  relation  of  mar- 
riage. Some  specific  and  relevant  ground  must  be  taken 
and  proved.  The  pursuer  has  changed  her  ground  twice  in 
the  course  of  the  action, — possibly  she  may  change  it  a  third 
time,  and  pretend  that  carnal  intercourse,  or  clandestine  co- 
habitation, makes  marriage  as  effectually  as  open  habit  and 
repute  cohabitation,  which  law  requires,  in  order  to  create  a 
presumption  of  marriage.  Such  a  mode  of  constitution  is 
without  precedent  in  law.  The  letters  only  prove  a  clan- 
destine and  private  intercourse,  and  no  more.  They  do  not 
prove  habit  and  repute  cohabitation ;  they  do  not  prove 
carnal  intercourse ;  and  the  whole  evidence  is  totally  desti- 
tute of  proving  any  known  form  of  marriage  recognised  in 
the  law  of  Scotland. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent, — By  the  law  of  Scotland,  if 
a  man  and  woman  consent  to  accept  of  each  other  as  spouses, 
marriage  between  them  is  that  instant  created,  though  there 
be  no  witnesses  present,  and  no  consummation  follow,  the  rule 
being  consensiLs  non  conciibitus  makes  marriage.  The  ac- 
ceptance and  consent  by  itself  is  marriage,  and  this  consent. 


V. 
TAYLOR. 
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1767.       ^^  denied,  may  be  proved  by  the  persons  present,  if  anj,  or 

if  not,  by  the  deeds  or  writings  of  the  parties,  or  the  snbse- 

KELLo  quent  facts  and  circumstances  clearly  indicating  snch  prior 
consent.  In  the  present  case,  the  letters  prove  this  previoos 
consent  to  marriage.  They  contain  an  express  acknowledg- 
ment that,  at  sometime  previous  to  their  date,  they  had  be- 
come roan  and  wife.  They  are  adressed  to  the  respondent  by 
"  My  dearest  Nellie," — "  My  dearest  wife,"  and  end  with 
**  your  affectionate  husband."  They  apprize  her  of  his  being 
obliged  to  leave  town,  &c.,  and  state  when  he  would  be 
home,  and  when  he  would  see  her.  Besides,  this  previous 
consent  is  proved  by  their  public  cohabitation  as  man  and 
wife,  and  his  calling  her  by  the  appellation  of  his  wife  in  the 
presence  of  others,  by  his  putting  her  to  school,  by  purchas- 
ing and  providing  her  with  a  house,  and  by  giving  her  an 
annuity, — facts  which  are  irreconcileable  with  anything  bat 
a  clear  marriage. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained 
of  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Ar.  Macdonald^  T.  Erakine. 
For  Respondent,  Alex.  Abercrombie,  Wm.  Adam, 

Note* — ^The  letters  founded  on  had  no  date,  and  in  regard  to  the 
case,  Lord  Braxfield,  in  giving  judgment  in  the  Court  of  Session, 
stated  that  there  were  '^  three  ways  of  making  marriage  by  the  law 
of  Scotland,  celebration,  promise  with  subsequent  copula,  or  cohabi- 
tation.   This  case  falls  und^  the  last  of  these." 


AoNES  Kello,         -  -  -  -    Appellant ; 

Patrick  Taylor,    -  -  -  -    Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  16th  February  1787. 

Marriage — Constitution  of  Do. — Circumstances  in  which  a 
written  acknowledgment  of  each  other  as  husband  and  wife,  not 
seriously  gone  into  on  the  part  of  the  female,  but  immediately  re- 
pented of,  did  not  constitute  marriage. 

At  the  annual  market  fair  of  Skirling,  the  appellant,  Ag- 
nes Kello,  who  was  the  only  daughter  of  a  farmer  in  Skir- 
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1787. 


KBIXO 


ling-Miln,  became  acquainted  with  the  respondent  Tajlori 
who  had  been  a  farmer  in  Birkenshaw.  Taylor  followed  np 
this  accidental  meeting,  by  paying  his  addresses  to  her  at  «. 
her  mother's  honse ;  he  made  an  impression  on  her.  But  ^^^^-ob. 
her  parents  inquiring  more  particularly  into  his  character, 
were  not  satisfied.  Their  daughter  was  possessed  of  £2000» 
and  her  suitor  was  on  the  eve  of  a  second  bankruptcy. 
After  eighteen  months  unsuccessfully  soliciting  her  in  mar- 
riage, he  obtained  the  following  writing  signed  by  her, 
which  he  represented  to  her  at  the  time  to  be  quite  inno- 
cent, and  to  mean  no  more  than  a  declaration  of  her  love 
and  affection  for  him,  and  a  promise  of  marriage  at  some 
future  period,  after  her  parents  were  satisfied. 

<<  Skirling  Miln,  Feb.  16,  1779.  I  hereby  solemnly  de- 
"  clare  you,  Patrick  Taylor  in  Birkenshaw,  to  be  my  just  and 
"  lawful  husband  ;  and  remain  your  affectionate  wife.  Sign- 
''  ed  Agnes  Kello.  To  Mr.  Patrick  Taylor  in  Birkenshaw." 
He  took  this  and  kept  it,  leaving  in  her  possession  a  counter 
acknowledgment  signed  by  himself.  No  consummation  or 
copula  followed.  They  separated  immediately ;  and  a  few 
days  thereafter,  when  the  appellant  reflected  on  the  matter, 
she  came  to  think  it  improper  and  a  *^  foolish  business,"  and 
immediately  sought  back  the  line.  He  at  first  evaded  her 
request ;  then  promised  to  give  it  her  back  if  she  would 
give  him  an  obligation  for  £500.  About  three  months 
thereafter  he  came,  along  with  two  persons,  one  a  relation 
and  the  other  his  creditor,  and  endeavoured  to  obtain  the 
consent  of  her  parents  to  the  match,  and  also  consent  to  the 
proclamation  of  banns.  This  proved  unsuccessfuL  In  a 
week  thereafter  she  wrote  him  for  a  return  of  the  letter, 
begging  him  *^  to  return  that  foolish  line,"  and  stating  that 
he  could  not  be  received  in  person  till  that  was  done.  No 
answer  was  returned  to  this  letter,  which  was  dated  in  May 
1779,  and  no  further  correspondence  took  place  until  the 
beginning  of  the  year  1780,  when  he  paid  her  a  few  visits, 
lie  then,  on  the  eve  of  bankruptcy,  came  and  prevailed  on 
her  parents  to  allow  proclamation  of  banns  to  proceed  on 
the  ensuing  Sunday.  This,  after  considerable  reluctance, 
was  consented  to ;  but,  in  the  meantime,  inquiries  having 
been  made,  they  dispatched  a  messenger  to  stop  the  procla- 
mation of  banns  on  Sunday.  He  arrived  too  late  for  the 
first  and  second  proclamation,  but  only  in  time  to  stop  the 
third.  All  further  correspondence  then  ceased.  And  the 
present  action  of  declarator  was  only  raised  by  the  respond- 
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ent  three  years  afterwards,  when  he  heard  that  another  was 
KSLLo  P^yii^S  ^^  addresses  to  her.  In  defence  to  the  action,  she 
V.  stated  that  the  acknowledgment  was  not  a  de  presenti  mar- 
TATLOR.  riage,  but  only  a  promise  of  ftiture  marriage ;  besides,  here 
the  writing  had  been  forced  from  her,  and  had  been  virtual* 
ly  retracted.  That  a  private  writing,  supposing  immediate 
consent  intended,  was  not  sufficient,  unless  consummation  or 
cohabitation  followed,  which  was  the  law  laid  down  by  the 
civil  law,  Lib.  22,  Cod.  de  Nupt. — Lib.  13,  ejusd.  tit. — Cu- 
jacius  observ.  Ub.  6,  c.  20 — Pnffendorff,  lib.  6,  c.  1,  §  14,  and 
the  law  of  Scotland,  Dirleton's  Doubts,  tit.  Sponsalia — 
Bankton's  Inst.  voL  3,  p.  60— Stair's  Inst.  p.  26.  That  the 
writing  here  was  followed  by  no  consummation,  and,  besides, 
he  had  agreed  to  return  the  letter  to  her  whenever  she  re- 
quired it.  Further,  as  evidence  that  the  letter  was  only  un- 
derstood as  a  promise  or  declaration  of  an  intention  to  mar- 
ry at  some  future  period,  she  founded  on  his  repeated  soli- 
citations thereafter  to  get  her  consent,  and  the  consent  of 
her  friends,  to  the  marriage,  which  the  act  with  reference  to 
the  proclamation  of  banns  itself  demonstrated.  The  re- 
spondent, on  the  other  hand,  contended  that  consensus  non 
concubitus  facit  nuptiaSf  and  in  support  of  this  doctrine,  that 
marriage  is  constituted  by  consent  alone,  declared  by  the 
parties  per  verba  de  presently  either  by  writing  or  in  the 
presence  of  witnesses,  the  following  authors  were  cited : — 
Stair's  Inst.  B.  i.  tit,  4,  §  6— Bankton's  Inst.  B.  4,  tit.  45,  § 
45,  48— Ersk.  Inst  B.  i.  tit.  6,  §  1. 
The  Commissaries  pronounced  an  interlocutor  of  this 
Mar.23,1785,  date,  after  ordering  the  judicial  declaration  of  both  parties  : 
"  Having  resumed  consideration  of  the  cause  with  the  de- 
*^  clarations  emitted  by  the  parties,  in  respect  it  appears 
^*  that  the  defender,  when  arrived  at  an  age  when,  by  the 
"  law  of  Scotland,  she  was  deemed  capable  of  consent,  vo- 
*'  luntarily  and  deliberately  granted  to  the  pursuer,  the  de- 
**  claration  libelled  on,  and  received  from  him  a  counter  de- 
'<  claration  of  the  same  import ;  find  the  mutual  obligations 
*^  relevant  to  infer  marriage  between  the  parties ;  find  the 
^*  pursuer  and  defender  married  persons  accordingly,  and 
"  decern.**'  .  The  case  having  been  brought  by  advocation  to 
the  Court  of  Session,  the  Lord  Ordinary  refused  the  bill,  on 
reclaiming  petition  the  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors    the    present    appeal    was 
brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant — There  is  no  authority  in  law 
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for  holding  that  any  private  writing,  Bupposing  consent  1787. 
depresenti  intended,  ip80  facto  makes  marriage.  There  is 
no  precedent  for  any  such  doctrine.  Consent  is  by  itself 
only  a  step ;  but,  in  order  to  constitute  marriage  by  it,  tatloe. 
something  more  must  follow.  Subscribing  two  lines  bear- 
ing that  she  takes  a  man  for  her  husband ,  or  a  man  declar- 
ing that  he  takes  a  certain  woman  for  his  wife,  by  a  like 
writing,  is  not  marriage  by  the  mere  act  of  writing,  if  no- 
thing follows;  because  such  a  writing  can  in  no  view  be 
that  deliberate  de  presenti  conBent  which  the  law  requires ; 
and  most  assuredly  it  is  not  every  declaration  of  consent  de 
presenti  that  will  make  a  marriage.  Such  consent  must  be 
serious — must  be  solemn  and  deliberate.  There  is  no  evi- 
dence of  this  nature  in  granting  this  acknowledgment.  No- 
thing but  levity,  foolishness,  and  want  of  consideration 
appear.  Artful  contrivance  it  was  on  his  part ;  unreflecting 
foolishness  on  the  part  of  the  female.  She  repents  this 
foolish  affair  in  two  days,  burns  her  own  copy,  demands 
back  the  lines  which  he  held — a  circumstance  which  is  de- 
cisive at  once  that  such  consent,  if  any  existed,  was  not 
serious  or  solemn,  but  given  rashly,  and  retracted  imme- 
diately. Had  such  consent  been  solemn,  and  had  the  par- 
ties by  that  act  been  married,  they  would  not  have  lived 
apart.  The  appellant  would  not  have  refused,  as  she  did, 
to  proceed  any  farther  to  consummate  it,  and  he  would  not 
have  acted  altogether  inconsistent  with  the  notion  of  a 
marriage  already  existing.  But  even  supposing  any  thing 
was  meant  by  this  foolish  letter,  it  was  no  more  than  a  pro- 
mise or  declaration  of  intention  to  marry  at  some  future  pe- 
riod. That  such  was  the  meaning  of  the  document  is  de- 
monstrated by  his  whole  subsequent  acts — his  repeated 
solicitations  to  have  the  marriage  celebrated,  and  his  twice 
attempting  to  have  celebration  of  banns.  Holding  it  there- 
fore only  as  a  promise,  on  which  no  copula  and  no  consum- 
mation having  followed,  it  was  not  stt£5cient  to  constitute 
marriage  by  the  law  of  Scotland. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent. — ^Marriage  is  a  consensual 
contract,  which  is  perfected  by  consent  alone,  cohabitation 
or  consummation  not  being  essential,  but  only  a  concomi- 
tant or  consequence  of  the  constitution  of  marriage.  Con- 
summation is  not  the  primary  aim  and  condition  of  marriage, 
it  is  only  an  accessory.  And  though  parties,  who  from  ac- 
cident or  natural  causes,  are  incapable  of  consummation, 
may  insist  on  setting  aside  the  marriage,  yet  this  is  not  be- 
cause such  consummation  is  essential  to  the  constitution  of 
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the  contract,  bat  only  that  one  of  them  is  not  able  to  per- 
form the  obligations  incumbent  upon  him;  bat  it  is  no  good 
reason  for  annulling  complete  consent  and  vacating  the 
contract,  where  both  parties  are  able  to  fulfil  it,  because  one 
of  them  refuses  to  do  so.  Celebration  therefore  being  un- 
necessary, and  consent  having  been  here  given,  the  question 
is,  vfrhether  the  written  acknowledgment  is  complete  eyi- 
dence  of  that  consent  de  pre^enti.  Now  really  the  writing 
here  is  so  plain  and  simple  in  meaning,  as  to  render  it  im- 
possible for  any  one  to  mistake  its  import.  It  is  clearly  a 
de  preamti  consent.  Added  to  this,  there  is  a  strong  cir- 
cumstantial evidence  of  a  copula  having  followed,  becaaae, 
in  the  general  case,  such  acknowledgments  are  usually 
granted  only  to  give  a  legal  sanction  and  colour  to  such  a 
connection.  The  writing  therefore  was  given  as  a  solemn 
consent  to  de  presenti  marriage,  and  every  thing  in  the  rela- 
tion of  roan  and  wife  would  have  followed,  had  it  not  been 
for  the  injudicious  interference  of  her  friends.  Her  affec- 
tions were  already  his;  and  her  own  and  the  future  happi- 
ness of  the  respondent  rest  on  the  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Session  being  affirmed. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

"  Declared  that  the  two  letters  insisted  upon  in  this  pro- 
"  cess,  dated  the  16th  day  of  Feb.  1779,  signed  by  the 
"  said  Patrick  Taylor  and  Agnes  Kello,  respectively  and 
"  mutually  exchanged,  were  not  intended  by  either,  or 
*'  understood  by  the  other,  as  a  final  agreement ;  nor 
"  was  it  so  intended  or  understood,  that  they  had  there- 
**  by  contracted  the  state  of  matrimony,  or  the  relation 
"  of  husband  and  wife,  at  and  from  the  date  thereof ;  on 
''  the  contrary,  it  was  expressly  agreed,  that  the  same 
"  should  be  delivered  up,  if  the  purpose  they  were  cal- 
"  culated  to  serve  proved  unattainable,  whenever  such 
"  delivery  should  be  demanded,  which  last  mentioned 
"  agreement  is  further  proved  by  the  whole  and  uniform 
"  subsequent  conduct  of  both  parties.  Therefore  or- 
'*  dered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complain- 
"  ed  of  be  reversed,  and  that  the  Court  of  Session  do 
''  remit  the  cause  to  the  Commissaries  with  instructions 
'*  to  assoilzie  from  the  declarator  of  marriage." 

For  the  Appellant,  Ar.  Mdcdonaldf  Mob.  Dwidas. 

For  the  Respondent,  Jos,  Boawell^  (7.  Hay,  Wm.  Adam. 

Note. — Unreported  in  Court  of  Session. 
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Alex.  Clbrk,  Aberdeen,  -  -        Appellant ; 

Hugh  Gordon,    •  .  -  .        Respondent, 

House  of  Lords,  9th  March  1787. 

Gestio  fbo  Hjeredb — Passiyb  Title. — A  father  had  conyeyed 
his  whole  estate,  heritable  and  moyeable.  to  his  third  son,  who,  in 
recoTering,  found  an  heritable  debt  of  £60,  which  was  not  specially 
embraced  in  the  conyeyance.  To  remoye  objections  to  his  title 
to  receiye  and  dischai^e  the  debt,  the  father  s  eldest  son  and  heir- 
at-law,  consented  to  sign  the  discharge  along  with  his  brother. 
Held,  that  this  subjected  him  in  the  passiye  title  of  geslio  pro 
hmrede.  But,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  case  remitted  back  for 
oonsidenition,  and  to  adduce  proof  that,  at  the  date  of  the  dis- 
charge, his  brother  was  in  right  to  receiye  the  debt  of  £60. 

The  appellant,  Alexander  Clerk,  was  the  eldest  son  of  the 
deceased  John  Clerk,  advocate  in  Aberdeen.  The  appel- 
lant's father,  before  his  death,  conveyed  his  whole  heritable 
and  moveable  estate  to  his  third  son  James;  and  in  the 
coarse  of  the  latter  recovering  that  estate,  it  was  foond  that 
there  was  an  heritable  debt  of  £60  which  the  settlements 
did  not  specially  convey,  and  the  debtor,  when  payment  was 
demanded,  having  objected  to  James'  title,  unless  a  dis- 
charge was  got  under  the  hand  of  the  heir  at  law,  or  an  ad- 
judication in  implement  expede.  The  appellant  was  ac- 
cordingly solicited  by  his  brother  to  sign  a  discharge  for  the 
£60  bond.  On  its  being  explained  that  it  was  a  mere  form, 
to  dispense  with  the  expense  of  making  up  a  title  by  adju- 
dication in  implement,  he  signed  the  discharges  along  with 
his  brother, — the  latter  having  three  months  previously  re- 
ceived the  money.  The  question  was,  on  the  failure  of  the 
father's  funds  to  pay  his  debts,  whether  the  appellant,  the 
eldest  son  and  heir  at  law,  had  thereby  subjected  himself 
in  liability  for  his  father's  debts,  under  the  passive  title  of 
gestio  pro  hasredef 

By  the  appellant,  who  was  defender  in  the  action,  it  was 
contended,  on  the  special  circumstances  above  set  forth,  that 
he  had  not  incurred  a  passive  title  by  granting  a  discharge, 
simply  to  facilitate  his  brother's  recovery  of  this  small  debt, — 
that  he  had  taken  no  advantage  from  that  deed, — that  his 
brother  had  received  the  money,  and  had  a  universal  right 
to  receive  it,  and  his  signature  was  only  adhibited  to  com- 
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^^ *        plete  the  latter's  title  (otherwise  imperfect)  to  that  sura. 

CLERK       I^  ^^  answered,  that  these  circumstances  coald  not  redar- 
V'         gae  the  plain  language  and  legal  effect  of  the  discharge, 
whereby  he  acknowledged  receipt  of  that  sum^  and  discharg- 
ed his  father's  debtor  accordingly. 
Jan.  25, 1785.      j.jj^  j^^j.^  Ordinary,  of  this  date,  found  «  that  the  said 

'*  Alexander  Clerk  behaving  as  heir  to  his  father,  is  suffi- 
"  ciently  instructed  by  the  discharge  founded  on  by  the 
pursuer,  therefore  recalls  the  commission  granted  by  the 
former  interlocutor  as  unnecessary,  advocates  the  cause, 
"  and  jSnds  the  defender  liable  in  the  principal  sum,  and  in- 
"  terest  libelled." 
Nov.  29,1785.  On  two  reclaiming  petitions  to  the  Court,  the  Lords 
Dec.  14 adhered. 

'  Against  these   interlocutors,    the    present   appeal  was 

brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — The  Court  of  Session  has  de- 
cided that  the  mere  circumstance  of  signing  the  discharge, 
apart  from  the  circumstances  and  special  object  for  which  it 
was  signed^  is  a  behaviour  as  heir  sufficient  to  subject  him  in 
liability  for  his  father's  debts.  For  this  proposition,  the  ap- 
pellant maintains  there  is  no  authority  in  law,  because,  when 
the  circumstances  under  which  he.  signed  the  discharge  are 
considered — circumstances  which  must  necessarily  enter  into 
consideration,  before  any  legal  conclusion  can  be  deduced, 
in  order  simply  to  ascertain  whether  they  be  such  as  in  law 
commonly  infer  a  behaviour  as  heir,  it  at  once  appears  that 
they  do  not  make  out  any  such  behaviour  as  heir,  that  the 
law  recognizes  as  such.  He  has  not  intermeddled  with  the 
repositories  of  the  deceased, — he  has  not  taken  possession 
of  his  papers,  or  any  of  his  household  goods,  his  jewellery, 
&c.  None  of  his  means,  real  or  personal,  has  been  touched 
by  him.  His  father's  settlement  constituted  his  brother 
executor,  intromitter,  and  universal  legatory  of  his  whole 
means  and  estate.  He  alone  intromitted  with  the  universi- 
tas  of  that  estate ;  and  all  the  appellant  did  was  to  lend  the 
use  of  his  name  to  his  brother,  in  order  to  complete  his  title 
to  an  heritable  debt  of  £60,  and  thereby  save  him  considera- 
ble expense.  He  is  ready  to  prove,  that  this  alone  was  the 
precise  extent  of  his  whole  interference, — that  he  never 
fingered  a  shilling  of  that  £60, — and  that  he  never  mani- 
fested any  intention  whatever,  either  by  this  discharge  or 
otherwise,  of  intromitting  with  the  smallest  portion  of  his 
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father's  estate.     Besides,  the  discharge  itself,  sufficiently       1787. 
proves  all  this. — He  does  not  sign  it  alone,  he  signs  along 
with  his  brother,  the  party  alone  entitled  to,  and  who  alone 
received  the  £60.    When  these  circumstances  are  consider-     qobdon 
ed,  it  plainly  appears  that  no  mala  intention,  which  is  of 
the  essence  of  the  passive  titles, — no  fraud, — no  actual  in- 
tromission,—and  not  even  an  intention  of  such,  can  be  set 
up  in  support  of  the  present  interlocutor.     The  estate  too 
was  moveable  and  not  heritable.   No  infeftment  had  follow- 
ed on  the  disposition  in  which  it  was  made  a  burden,  and 
was  carried  by  the  father's  testament. 

Pleaded  by  the  Respondent. — Where  a  party  acts  or  be- 
haves himself  as  heir,  in  any  thing  or  in  any  way,  with  re- 
spect to  his  ancestor's  estate,  he  makes  himself  universally 
liable  for  his  ancestor's  debts.  Such  is  the  settled  law  of 
Scotland.  And  the  appellant,  in  the  present  case,  has  just 
done  what  exactly  answers  the  legal  description  of  beha- 
viour as  heir.  He  has  granted  a  discharge  for  an  heritable 
debt  as  such,  which  is  perhaps  the  most  unequivocal  act  of 
behaviour  as  heir  that  could  possibly  exist.  And  it  is  mere 
pretence  to  say,  that  he  gave  the  money  to  his  brother,  or 
allowed  him  to  receive  it,  because  this  is  by  no  means  prov- 
ed ;  and  even  if  less  doubtful  than  it  seems,  still,  the  argu- 
ment would  be  immaterial  and  unavailing,  because,  in  point 
of  fact,  the  £60  heritable  debt  was  his,  as  heir  at  law,  and 
not  his  brother's,  to  whom  it  had  not  been  conveyed,  and 
the  discharge  was  as  much  a  behaviour  as  heir,  and  an  in- 
curring of  the  passive  titles  as  such,  whether  the  money  was 
paid  to  another  or  directly  to  himself. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  "  that  the  cause  be  remitted  back 
to  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland,  without  prejudice, 
*'  vrith  liberty  to  the  defender  to  produce  such  proofs 
"  as  he  can  that  James  Clerk,  on  the  30th  Sept.  1778, 
"  (date  of  discharge),  was  entitled  to  the  debt  of  £60 
"  due  by  Raitt,  or  the  trustees  of  Raitt,  mentioned  in 
"  the  pleadings,  reserving  such  objections  to  the  com- 
**  potency  of  the  evidence  as  the  nature  of  the  evidence 
'*  itself,  or  the  period  of  the  cause  in  which  it  is  pro- 
'*  duced  may  be  liable  to." 


For  Appellant,  llay  Campbell,  Wm.  Alexander. 
For  Respondent,  Alex,  Macdonald^  Sylv.  Douglas. 
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1787.        NoTB. — When  this  case  came  back  to  the  Court  of  SessioD,  the  Court 

.        sustained  the  defence  pleaded  against  the  passive  title  gestio  pro 

SINCLAIR  hcerede,  it  being  obsenred  on  the  Bench,  that  as  the  Court  had  giyen 

toun'    &  relief  in  the  case  of  actual  service,  while  there  was  no  intention  to 

represent,  so  a  fortiori^  the  same  indulgence  was  due  here. 
— M.  9734. 


Arthur  Sinclair  of  Masilapatam,  Esq.,  Appellant ; 

Margaret  Todno,  wife  of  Jambs  Gordon,  -v 

Younger    of   Cairston,     and    George  f  «//    / 

Andrew,      Writer    in  Edinburgh,    her  (       ^ 
Curator,  -  -  -     y 

House  of  Lords,  20th  March  1787. 

Succession  to  Adjudications — Interest — Heritable  or  Mors- 
ABLE. — Whether  the  accruing  interest  in  an  adjudication  belongs 
to  the  heir  or  executor  ?  Held,  in  a  question  of  compensation, 
that  the  interest  accumulated  and  accruing,  in  an  adjudication,  is 
heritable,  and  belongs  to  the  heir,  and  therefore  did  not  fall  un- 
der the  husband's  jus  marUi. 

Captain  Allan  was,  before  his  death,  owing  Andrew  Tonng, 
the  respondent's  father,  the  sum  of  £12,000  Scots,  (£1000 
sterling),  for  which  debt  be  adjudged  Allan's  estate  of  Cair- 
ston for  the  accumulated  sum  of  principal  and  interest, 
amounting  to  £18,305. 10s.  Scots. 

Andrew  Toung  having  died,  was  represented  by  his  only 
child,  the  respondent  Margaret  Young.  On  Captain  Allan's 
death  the  appellant  succeeded  to  his  estate,  and  being 
anxious  to  redeem  the  same  from  the  adjudication,  offered 
to  do  BO  ;  but  insisted  that  he  had  a  right  to  compensate  or 
set  off  against  that  part  of  the  accumulated  sum  and  inte- 
rest which  belonged  to  Margaret  Young,  a  sum  of  £300 
owing  by  her  husband,  James  Gordon,  to  him,  which  being 
refused,  he  brought  a  bill  of  suspension  to  try  the  ques- 
tion. 
Julj  5,  1786.  '^^^  Lord  Ordinary,  of  this  date,  found  "  That  Mr.  Gor- 
'*  don,  Margaret  Young's  husband,  has  right  to  the  annual- 
**  rents  arising  from  the  accumulated  sum  in  the  adjudica- 
''  tion,  jure  mariti^  and  that  during  the  subsistence  of  the 
"  marriage ;  therefore  sustains  the  reasons  of  suspension,  as 
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*'  pleaded  on  the  ground  of  compensation  and  retention."       1787. 

But,  on  reclaiming  petition  to  the  Court,  the  Lords  unani- 

mously  altered  the  Lord  Ordinary's  interlocutor,  and  "  Re-     ^^^^lair 
"  pel  the  grounds  of  compensation  pleaded  by  the  suspender,   young,  &c. 
*•  find  the  letters  orderly  proceeded,  and  decern." — And  a^®^*^^'^'^^* 
reclaiming  petition  against  this  judgment  was  refused.  ^^°'  ^^»  ^'^^^• 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought* 

Pleaded  by  the  Appellant, — The  one-half  of  this  debt  be- 
longs to  Mrs.  Margaret  Young  or  Gordon.  On  this  sum 
interest  runs,  and  it  therefore  follows  that  the  interest  due 
upon  that  sum  falls  undor  the  jua  mariti  of  her  husband. 
For  although  an  adjudication  renders  heritable  the  accumu- 
lated sum  for  which  it  is  led,  yet  the  interest  accruing  there- 
on, from  the  time  it  becomes  due,  is  a  personal  subject,  fall- 
ing under  the  executry  like  any  other  arrear  of  rent  or  in- 
terest, and  therefore  compensation  ought  to  be  sustained  to 
that  extent. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents, — The  jus  mariti  of  the  hus- 
band over  his  wife's  estate,  does  not  extend  to  her  heritable 
estate.  This  right  extends  only  to  the  moveable  estate; 
and  the  adjudication  here  makes  the  debt  heritable,  so  as 
to  deprive  him  of  all  benefit,  under  his^u^  mariti,  over  the 
same.  Nor  can  he  ever  have  any  claim  over  the  interest  of 
that  sum,  because  an  adjudication  is  a  diligence  resorted  to, 
in  order  to  recover  payment  of  the  debt  out  of  the  real  es- 
tate, and  not  to  afford  a  security  for  an  annual  income.  The 
interest,  therefore,  accruing  upon  it,  cannot  be  considered 
in  the  same  light  with  the  arrears  of  interest  in  an  heritable 
bond,  for  these  are  separated  from  the  principal  as  they  fall 
due,  but,  in  an  adjudication,  there  is  no  obligation  to  pay  in- 
terest annually  ;  and  it  has  been  long  settled,  that  the  inter- 
est accruing  on  an  adjudication  descends,  along  with  the 
principal,  to  the  heir,  and  therefore  is  not  covered  by  the 
jus  mariti ;  and  so  compensation  here  is  not  pleadable. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  the  Appellant,  Ilay  Campbell^  William  Tait, 
For  the  Respondents,  R.  Dundas,  Alex.  Wight. 

Note. — ^This  case  is  shortly  noticed  in  M.  5545,  but  it  does  not 
seem  to  be  noticed  that  the  case  was  appealed.  It  is  there  stated, 
that ''  the  Court  of  Session  declined  entering  into  a  discussion  of  the 
**  question,  a9»a  departure  from  a  general  rule  so  solemnly  establish- 

voL.  in.  *' 
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1787.        "  ®^  »'*  ^^  "  That  the  whole  sums  conbdned  in  a  decreet  of  adjudi- 

"  cation,  whether  principal,  annual  rents,  or  penalties,  helonged  to 

ROSE         ''  the  heir." 

V. 
ROSE,  8iC. 


[M.  14,955  et  M.  6229.] 

Mrs.  Euzabeth  Rose  of  Kilravock,  -        Appellant ; 

James  Rose,  an  Infant,  and  Francis  Russel,  )    „   r^^s^^^ta 
Advocate,  his  Guardian,        -  .        )         ^ 

House  of  Lords,  2d  April  1787. 

Succession — Heirs  Primarilt  Liable — Relief  among  Heirs — 
Heirs  whatsoeyee,  how  Interpreted? — Several  estates  be- 
longing to  the  same  ancestor,  were  together  conveyed  in  security 
of  deht  hj  heritable  bonds.  Part  of  the  estate  descended,  after 
his  decease,  to  the  heir  of  line,  and  another  to  the  heir  male. 
Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session,  that  the 
heir  male  has  not  relief  against  the  heir  of  line,  in  so  far  as  the 
bonds  are  charged  on  his  estate. 

The  barony  of  Kilravock,  along  with  other  estates,  be- 
longed to  the  family  of  Rose,  the  investitures  in  which,  for 
the  last  500  years,  had  stood  destined  to  heirs  male,  and 
had  descended  from  father  to  son,  without  interruption,  till 
the  death  of  Hugh  Rose  in  1600.  After  this,  it  had  de- 
scended in  the  same  manner  to  the  fourth  Hugh  Rose,  the 
appellant's  brother,  who  died  in  1782  without  issue,  leaving 
the  appellant,  his  sister  and  heir  of  line,  the  heir  male  be- 
ing the  respondent,  who  was  a  grandson  of  their  grandnncle. 
According  to  the  old  investitures^  the  latter  was  entitled  to 
succeed  as  heir  male,  and  claimed  the  estate  accordinglj. 
But,  in  consequence  of  an  alteration  of  the  investitures  during 
the  possession  of  the  latter  series  of  heirs,  between  1600 
and  1782,  chiefly  for  the  special  purpose  of  creating  votes, 
a  new  order  of  heirs  was  introduced.  The  way  this  is  usual- 
ly done  is,  by  first  separating  the  property  from  the  supe- 
riority. And  in  doing  this,  in  the  present  instance,  the 
property  and  Barony  of  Kilravock  was  conveyed  by  feu 
charter  to  a  Lewis  Rose,  whom  failing,  to  return  to  him,  the 
said  Hugh  Rose,  **  and  his  heirs  and  assignees  whatsoever.'* 
In  the  conveyance  of  the  superiority,  the  same  terms  of  des- 
tination were  used,  ''  to  four  gentlemen  named  in  liferent, 
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"  and  to  himself  and  his  heirs  and  assignees  whatsoeyer  in       1787. 

"  fee."    Previous  to  executing  these  deeds,  Hugh  Rose,  .  — ^ 

then  in  possession,  obtained  a  charter  from  the  Crown,  con-  ,    ^^^^ 

Tejing  these  estates  to  himself  and  his  heirs  male,  and    rosb,  &c. 

assignees  whatsoever^  the  object  of  which  evidently  being, 

to  enable  him  to  grant  freehold  qualifications.    Infeftment 

was  not  taken  in  direct  terms  of  the  grant ;  but,  in  the  above 

conveyances,  it  was  assigned  over  in  a  manner  to  suit  the 

purpof^e  for  which  they  were  granted.    When  Lewis  Rose, 

in  17759  came  to  recover  the  property  of  the  barony  of 

Kilravock  to  the  appellant's  brother,  the  draft  had  been 

drawn  out  so  as  to  stand  thus, — to  Hugh  Rose  and  his  heirs 

male  and  assigns  whatsoever,  and  in  these  terms  it  was  en« 

grossed,  when  Hugh  Rose  ordered  it  to  be  altered  to  the 

following, — *'  to  himself  and  the  heirs  male  or  female  of  his 

"  body ;  whom  failing,  to  the  other  nearest  and  lawful  heirs 

**  male  or  female,  and  assigns  whatsoever."    In  a  letter  to 

his  sister,  it  further  appeared  that  he  wrote  her, — "  Tour  Feb.  23, 1776. 

"  apprehensions,  should  the  worst  of  events  possibly  happen, 

**  of  falling  into  the  hands  of  collaterals,  are  perfectly  ground- 

"  less,  as  the  only  deed  yet  executed  by  me,  has  conveyed  it 

"  expressly  in  your  favour." 

In  an  action  of  reduction  brought  by  the  appellant,  to  re- 
duce her  bi:other*s  service  as  heir  male  of  her  father  in  the 
barony  of  Kilravock,  which  stood  previously  destined  to  her 
brother,  and  his  nearest  heirs  male  or  female  whatsoever, 
and  to  have  it  declared  that  she  had  right  to  succeed  to  the 
same  BS  heiress  of  line,  the  Court  held,  by  two  interlocu- Mar.  11,1784. 
tors,  that  the  old  investitures  to  heirs  male  were  vacated  Nov.  26, 1784. 
by  the  above  deeds,  **  to  heirs  and  assignees  whatsoever," — 
that  this  term  was  to  be  interpreted  according  to  its  strict 
and  technical  meaning,  without  reference  to  the  former 
deeds,  and  this,  notwithstanding  it  was  contended,  that  from 
the  very  nature  of  these  deeds,  there  could  not  be,  and  was 
no  intention  of  changing  the  destination  of  the  estate,  and 
consequently,  the  Court  held  that  the  barony  of  Kilravock, 
both  property  and  superiority,  descended  to  the  appellant 
BB  heir  of  line ;  but  that  the  lands  of  Easter  Geddes,  Flem- 
ington,  and  Nairn,  descended  to  the  respondent  as  heir 
male. 

A  second  question  then  occurred,  as  to  the  debts  of  the 
deceased,  with  which  the  whole  estates  were  burdened. — 
There  was  an  heritable  bond  of  £7000  over  Kilravock, 
£aster  Geddes,  Flemington,  and  Nairn ;  another  of  £5000 
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1787.       over  Kilravock,  Easter  Geddes,  Flemington,  but  not  over 
Nairn ;  and  £1000  over  Kilravock  and  Easter  Geddes,  but  not 


ROSE  over  Flemington  or  Nairn.  Counter  action  was  brought  by 
BOSK  &c.  ^^^  respondent,  in  wbich  he  contended  that  the  whole 
debts  which  affected  the  estates  of  Easter  Geddes  and 
Flemington,. which  descended  to  him  as  heir  maley  must  be 
paid  by  the  appellant  as  heir  general,  or  out  of  the  estates 
which  she  took  in  that  character.  Thus  an  abstract  ques- 
tion of  law  arose,  Whether  these  parties  were  obliged,  as 
between  themselves,  to  contribute  towards  the  discharge  of 
the  debt  proportionally,  according  to  the  value  of  the  es- 
tates by  them  severally  taken  ;  or  if  the  heir  general,  or  of 
line,  is  obUged  to  pay  the  whole,  in  case  the  estate  she  takes 
be  sufficient  for  that  purpose,  leaving  the  estate  taken  by  the 
heir  male  completely  free  ? 

Jan.  17, 1780.  Of  this  date,  the  Court  held:  "  That  where  the  heritable 
''  debts  are  secured  upon  the  estates  descendible  to  the  heir 
''  of  line,  and  also  upon  the  estates  descendible  to  the  heir 
*'  male,  that  the  heir  male  is  by  law  entitled  to  a  totalre- 
**  lief  of  these  debts  from  the  heir  of  line.'*     And  this  judg- 

.Taii.  19, nicnt  was,  on  reclaiming  petitions,  afterwards  adhered  to. 

Lc.    ,  Against  the  latter  interlocutor  the  appellant  appealed, 

and  a  cross  appeal  was  also  brought  against  the  interlocutors 
of  llth  and  23d  March  by  the  respondent. 

Pleaded  by  the  Appellant, — 1.  An  heir,  whatever  be  his 
character,  can  only  take  up  the  estate  by  succession  tantum 
et  tale  as  it  was  in  his  ancestor,  encumbered  with  all  the 
debts  with  which  his  ancestor  had  specially  charged  it,  and 
hence,  the  general  rule  of  law  is,  that  one  who  takes  an  es- 
tate by  descent,  must  pay  the  debts  with  which  that  estate 
is  specially  burdened,  without  recourse  against  those  who 
take  other  parts  of  the  estate,  descending  from  the  same 
ancestor,  under  a  different  title.  Thus  the  heir  in  heritage 
must  pay  all  debts  heritably  secured,  without  recourse 
against  the  executors.  Thus,  also,  if  an  heritable  debt  be 
secured  upon  one  estate  only,  descending  to  the  heir  male, 
it  must  bo  paid  by  him  without  recourse  upon  the  heir  of  line, 
though  the  heir  of  line  takes  another  estate,  descending  to 
him  as  such,  from  the  same  ancestor.  The  principle  therc- 
i'ore  of  discharging  proportionally,  according  to  the  value  of 
their  respective  estates  burdened,  is  the  only  one  consistent 
with  justice.  2.  As  to  the  property,  the  interlocutors  on 
this  branch  of  the  case  ought  to  be  affirmed,  because  it  is 
quite  clear,  whatever  was  the  nature  of  the  investiture  pre- 
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Tioosly,  that  this  was  changed  from  a  male  fee^  to  "  heirs       17S7. 

whatsoever ;"  and  it  is  no  answer  to  this  to  say,  that  the    < 

deeds  by  which  this  was  done,  were  merely  intended  to  serve  ^^^^ 
a  temporary  purpose,  because  after  that  purpose  was  served,  ^^^^ '  &c. 
it  was  then  that  the  proprietor  manifested  an  intention,  and 
in  point  of  fact  did  alter  his  deed  after  it  was  engrossed,  so  as 
to  include  **  his  heirs  and  assignees  whatsoever."  This 
clear  intention,  on  his  part,  to  alter  the  destination,  is  fur- 
ther corroborated  by  the  letter  written  to  the  appellant. 

Pleaded  by   the   Respondents. — 1.  It   is  an   established 

rule,  that  the  heir  of  line  must  be  first  discussed,  and  is 

liable  primarily  for  the  debts  of  the  predecessor.     The  heir 

of  line  is  the  heir  general,  and  eadam  persona  cum  defuncto, 

and  so  generally  liable  for  his  debts.     The  heir  special,  by 

deed,  is  accounted  a  stranger,  and,  consequently  not  liable 

for  the  debts  of  the  deceased,  whatever  these  be.     The  heir 

of  line  or  general  must  first  be  discussed,  before  the  heir 

special  or  heir  male  can  be  called  on.     It  is  only  wiien  the 

proper  estate  of  the  heir  of  line  fails,  that  recourse  can  be 

had  against  his  estate  for  the  ancestor'^s  debts.     And  if  this 

right  of  discussion  between  heirs  is  to  be  regarded  at  all,  it 

necessarily  implies  relief  to  this  extent.     2.  In  regard  to  the 

barony  of  Kilravock.     The  term  heirs  whatsoever  is  flexible 

in  its  nature.     It  has  no  fixed  and  invariable  meaning,  but 

denotes  heirs  of  any  kind,  consequently,  its  use  here  applied 

perfectly  to  the  state  of  the  ancient  investiture,  wliich  was 

conceived  to  heirs  male.   By  the  later  use  of  heirs  wluitsoc ver, 

therefore,  it  was  not  intended,  and,  in  point  of  law,  it  did  not 

change  the  destination  of  heirs  male,  but  embraced  such  a 

destination.     Besides,  these  deeds  being  obviously  granted  to 

serve  a  mere  temporary  and  political  purpose,  were  not,  and 

could  not  be  evidence  of  a  deliberate  intention  to  alter  the 

destination  from  heirs  male  to  heirs  whatsoever. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered,  that  the  interlocutors  of  the  llth  of  March  1784, 
in  so  far  as  the  same  sustains  the  reasons  of  reduction 
as  to  the  property  of  the  lands  and  barony  of  Kilravock, 
be  affirmed,  and  that  the  interlocutors  of  the  26th 
November  1784,  be  also  affirmed  ;  and  that  the  inter- 
locutors of  the  17th  and  19th  of  January,  and  the  in- 
terlocutors pronounced  on  the  8th  of  December,  and 
signed  the  9th  December  1786,  be  reversed.  A  declar- 
ation was  made,  that  the  Court  of  Session  was  ordered 
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1787.  *o  g^v®  ^^®  necessary  directions  for  carrying  the  judg- 
ment  into  execution. 


BOULTON,   &C. 

MANBWELD       ^^^  ^^^  Appellant,  Alex.  WighU  Geo.  Ferguson, 
&c.     '       For  the  Respondents,  Ilay  Campbell,  R.  Dundas. 

Note. — In  a  later  case*  MoUe  v.  Riddle,  the  same  point  as  occmB 
in  the  first  hranch  of  this  case,  was  decided  13th  Decemher  1811, 
Fac.  Coll. 


Matthbw  Boulton,  Esq.  and  Others,  \ 
Creditors  of  Samuel  Oarbet,  late  of  f 
Birmingham,    and   of   Prestonpans,    in   r^/>P««««^«; 

Scotland.  Merr^hant.  a  Ranlrrunt.  -       J 


Scotland,^Merchant,  a  Bankrupt, 

Messrs.  Mansfield,  Ramsay,  &  Co.  of 
Edinburgh,  Bankers ;  Messrs.  Douglas, 
Heron  &  Co.,  late  Bankers  in  Ayr ;  and 
Walter  Hogo,  Trustee  for  the  Creditors 
of  Samuel  Garbet  &  Co.  of  Carron 
Wharf,  .... 


-  Respondents. 


House  of  Lords,  18th  AprU  1787. 

Copartnery. — An  agreement  dissolved  a  Company,  and  transferred 
the  retiring  partner's  interest  in  stock,  &c.  of  the  concern,  to  the 
other  partners,  bat  provided  that  he  was  still  to  have  a  share  of 
the  profits  of  the  concern.  In  a  question  with  creditors,  held, 
that  the  person  so  retiring  was  still  a  partner  of  the  firm,  and 
liable  as  such. 

A  copartnership  was  entered  into  by  Samuel  Garbet  and 
Dr.  John  Roebuck  of  Birmingham  in  1750,  for  the  period 
of  40  years,  and  had  subsisted,  and  had  been  carried  on 
under  the  firm  of  *'  Roebuck  and  Garbet,'*  until  the  year 
1766.  The  object  of  the  firm  was,  the  manufacture  of  aqua- 
fortis, and  refining  gold  and  silver,  chiefly  originating  with  the 
invention  and  discoveries  of  Dr.  Roebuck,  and  which  manu- 
facture was  carried  on  in  Birmingham.  The  Company  had 
besides,  other  works  at  Prestonpans,  in  Scotland,  principally 
for  making  oil  of  vitriol. 

In  January  1766,  James  Farquharson,  one  of  their  clerks, 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.  71 

was  taken  into  the  parternership  at  the  Birmingham  branch,       1787. 
which  was  thereafter  carried  on  under  the  firm  of  *^  Samuel 


Garbet  Sr  Co.;"  but  the  social  name  continued  as  before ®®'°^''*^'''  ^^' 
in  regard  to  the  Prestonpans  branch,  until  September  of  mansfikld, 
that  year ;    when  a  new  agreement  was  entered  into  by  Dr.         &c. 
Roebuck  and  Mr.  Garbet.     This  agreement  recited  the  ar- 
ticles of  copartnery,  and  set  forth,  that  it  had  now  become 
inconvenient  to  the  parties  to  carry  on  the  said  trade  and 
firm  any  longer  in  copartnership ;  and  therefore  that  they 
bad  agreed  that  the  articles  of  copartnership  should  thence- 
forth cease  and  determine  ;  but  that  the  said  parties  should, 
notwithstanding,  be  equally  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
said  trade  for  time  to  come ;   and  that  Mr.  Garbet  should 
carry  on  the  said  trade  for  the  term  and  purposes  aftermen- 
tioned,  without  the  interference  of  Dr.  Roebuck. 

It  appeared  that  Dr.  Roebuck,  according  to  a  settled  ac- 
count, was  indebted  to  the  copartnership  over  and  above  his 
share  of  the  stock  and  property  of  the  concern,  in  the  sum 
of  £3587.  6s.  7d.  And  it  was  mutually  agreed  on  that  the 
partnership  should  be  dissolved,  as  if  the  same  had  never 
been  entered  into,  Dr.  Roebuck,  on  his  part,  assigning  and 
conveying  to  Garbet  all  his  part  and  share  in  the  debts, 
stock,  property,  &c.  of  the  Company.  The  agreement  fur- 
ther provided,  that  Mr.  Garbet  was  to  carry  on  this  trade 
for  50  years,  without  any  molestation  from  Dr.  Roebuck  ; 
the  latter,  on  his  part,  binding  himself  that  he,  during  that 
term,  should  not  carry  on  any  such  trade.  It  was  also  sti- 
pulated that  Mr.  Garbet  was  to  keep  books  of  the  concern, 
which  were  to  be  accessible  only  to  Dr.  Roebuck  or  his  ex- 
ecutors ;  and  that  the  profits  therein,  so  far  as  applicable  to 
Dr.  Roebuck's  interest,  were  to  go  in  the  first  place  to  ex- 
tinguish the  foresaid  debt  of  £3587.  68.  7^d ;  and  not  until 
then  was  he  to  uplift  any  profit  out  of  the  concern.  The 
deed  contained  a  disposition  and  assignation  to  the  Preston- 
pans works. 

After  this  agreement,  the  social  name  of  the  firm  of 
''  Roebuck  and  Garbet,"  was  laid  aside ;  and  the  business, 
both  at  Birmingham  and  Prestonpans,  carried  on  by  Mr. 
Garbet;  but,  in  point  of  fact,  it  appeared  that  after  this 
date,  Mr.  Garbet  used  the  same  firm  at  Prestonpans 
as  had  been  done  at  Birmingham, — namely,  "  Samuel  Gar- 
''  bet  &  Co ;"  and  bills  were  drawn  and  accepted  in  this 
form  both  at  Birmingham  and  Prestonpans.  In  the  latter 
place  the  business  was  entirely  managed  by  Mr.  Downie. 
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Pg^  In   1772,   James   Farquharson   became  bankrupt,   after 
which,  the  addition  of  *•'  Company''  to  the  name  of  Samuel 


BoDLTON,  &c.  Garbet,  in  the  Birmingham  branch,  was  dropt. 

^'  Mr.  Garbet  himself  became  bankrupt  in  1782  ;  aad  a  com- 

&c.  mission  of  bankruptcy  was  issued  by  the  name  of  "  Samuel 
"  Garbet  of  Birmingham,  merchant,"  in  consequence  of 
which,  the  works,  effects,  &c.  at  Birmingham  were  seized 
and  sold,  and  the  proceeds  distributed  as  the  private  estate 
of  Mr.  Garbet. 
1782.  A  sequestration  was  also  at  same  time  issued  under  the 
bankrupt  act,  12  Geo.  III.  c.  72,  in  Scotland — the  petition 
on  which  being  presented  in  name  of  the  respondents,  Mans- 
field and  Company,  and  Douglas,  Heron  and  Company,  as 
creditors  of  the  said  Samuel  Garbet^  wherein  it  was  set 
forth,  that  Mr.  Garbet  had  for  many  years  carried  on  busi- 
ness in  England  and  Scotland,  under  the  name  of  Samuel 
Garbet  and  of  Samuel  Garbet  and  Company ;  but-  nothing 
was  stated  about  Dr.  Roebuck  being  a  partner.  But  at  the 
first  meeting  of  creditors  which  took  place  in  Scotland,  it 
was  brought  under  the  notice  of  the  meeting,  that  Dr.  Roe- 
buck had  all  along  been  a  partner  of  the  trade  at  Preston- 
pans,  and  that  the  effects  were  consequently  first  liable  to 
payment  of  the  joint  debts.  The  creditors  who  made  this 
allegation  further  stated,  that  as  they  were  copartnery  cre- 
ditors, they  had  a  deep  interest  in  the  matter.  It  was  agreed 
that  the  sequestration  should  proceed  as  it  stood,  and  the 
estate  be  converted  into  money,  reserving  all  objections  and 
all  prior  claims  until  the  distribution  thereof. 

The  respondent,  Mr.  Hogg,  being  elected  trustee,  pro- 
ceeded to  realize  the  whole  estate ;  which  being  done,  he 
brought  the  present  action  of  multiplepoinding  to  try  the 
question  between  the  two  competing  class  of  creditors. 

The  appellants  were  the  private  creditors  of  Samuel  Gar- 
bet alone  ;  and  contended,  That  money  in  the  hands  of  the 
trustee,  as  arising  from  the  private  estate  of  Samuel  Garbet, 
must  be  distributed  among  his  creditors  rateably. 

The  respondents,  on  the  other  hand,  maintained  that  the 
money  arose  from  the  joint  estate  of  Roebuck  and  Garbet, 
that  between  these  two  gentlemen  there  was  still  a  subsist- 
ing copartnership,  notwithstanding  the  deed  of  dissolution  and 
agreement  in  September  1766 ;  that  the  copartnership  had 
not,  in  point  of  fact,  been  dissolved  by  that  deed  ;  and  that, 
at  all  events,  such  deed  could  have  no  eftect,  as  latent  and 
not  published,  to  alter  the  responsibilities  in  a  question  with 
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creditors;  consequently  the  funds  fell  to  be  distributed  a-       17^7, 
xnong  the  copartnery  creditors  in  the  first  place.  


The  respondents,  Mansfield,  Ramsay  and  Company,  fur-BouLTON,  &c. 
ther  stated,  that  their  demand  arose  for  a  balance  of  a  cur-  ^  «.™t« 
rent  account  between  them  and  Roebuck  and  Garbet,  com*        &c. 
mencing  in  1765,  when  that  partnership  certainly  subsisted. 
That  they  had  no  intimation  of  Dr.  Roebuck's  leaving  the 
concern  in  1766;  and  that  they  continued  to  advance  money 
from  time  to  time  upon  account  with  Downie,  their  Preston- 
pans  manager,  whose  letter  was  produced,  acknowledging  Sept.2:4,]7G6. 
receipt  of  "  my  accounts  for  Messrs.  Roebuck  and  Garbet," 
up  to  1773  ;  but  nothing  was  adduced  to  show  that  this  firm 
%va8  used  as  a  signature. 

Douglas,  H^ron  and  Company's  (the  other  respondents) 
demand  arose  upon  an  account  for  money  advanced  by  them 
from  time  to  time,  commencing  in  August  1771,  which  in 
their  own  books  was  titled  simply  ^^  Patrick  Downie  of 
Prestonpans ;"  and  they  produced  a  letter  signed  "  Samuel 
Garbet  and  Company,"  dated  7th  Jan.  1771,  whereby  they 
engaged  to  be  answerable  for  any  money  advanced  to  Mr. 
Downie ;  and  likewise  produced  four  bills,  two  of  which 
were  accepted  by  Samuel  Garbet  and  Co.,  and  the  other  two 
by  Samuel  Garbet. 

Mr.  Hogg  farther  claimed  on  tho  same  ground,  as  trustee 
for  Samuel  Garbet  and  Company,  who,  he  alleged,  were 
creditors  of  Roebuck  and  Garbet,  which  company  was  con- 
tinued by  Samuel  Garbet  and  Co.,  Roebuck  being  all  the 
time  a  partner  in  that  concern. 

-The  case  was  reported  by  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  the  Court. 
The  Lords  at  first  found  for  the  appellant,  on  the  ground 
that  the  partnership  with  Roebuck  was  dissolved,  but  on  re- 
claiming petition  the  Court,  of  this  date,  pronounced  this  Nov.  21  1786. 
interlocutor :  "  The  Lords  having  advised  this  petition,  with 
■•*  answers  thereto  for  Matthew  Bolton  and  other  creditors  of 
"  Samuel  Garbet,  and  having  also  considered  the  correspon- 
"  dence  that  passed  between  the  petitioners  and  Messrs. 
"  Garbet  and  Co.  of  Prestonpans  and  their  managers,  both 
"  prior  and  posterior  to  the  period  when  the  petitioners 
"  granted  them  the  cash  accounts,  and  that  the  articles  and 
*'  agreement  entered  into  between  Dr.  Roebuck,  and  Samuel 
"  Garbet,  partners  of  said  company,  dated  26th  September 
**  and  14th  October  1766,  was  a  latent  and  secret  deed,  un- 
"  known  to  tho  petitioners  (respondents) ;  and  therefore 
•*  find  that  the  petitioners  (respondentB)  are  preferable  upon 
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1787.       "  the  subjects  and  funds  in  medio  to  the  private  creditors  of 
"  the  said  Samuel  Garbet ;  and  remit  to  the  Lord  Ordinary 


BocLTON.  &c. ,,  ^^  pj.^^^^^  accordingly/' 
MANSFIELD,       Upou  tho  Bcparatc  petition  of  Douglas,  Heron  and  Co. 

^^*        the  Lords  pronounced  an  interlocutor,  of  same  date,  in  the 
Nov.21.1786.  ^^^  t,,  J 

And  upon  the  petition  of  the  respondent  Mr.  Hogg,  they 
remitted  the  same  to  the  Lord  Ordinary,  to  do  therein  as  he 
might  deem  just     The  Lord  Ordinary  thereafter  preferred 
Dec.  13, 1786.  Mr.  Hogg  pan  joa^^  with  the  other  respondents.* 

Against    these    interlocutors    the  present    appeal    was 
brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants. — The  only  question  is. 
Whether  the  property  and  effects  at  Prestonpans  belonged, 
at  the  date  of  the  sequestration  awarded  against  Samuel 
Garbet,  to  him  singly,  or  to  him  and  Dr.  Iloebuck  jointly,  in 
copartnership  ?  By  the  deed  of  1766,  it  is  most  clearly 
shown,  that  the  partnership  which  previoi^ly  existed  be- 
tween them  was  thereby  dissolved ;  and  that  Dr.  Roebuck 
had  actually  conveyed  and  disponed  to  Garbet  his  share  of» 
and  all  interest  in  the  stock,  property,  utensils,  &c.  at 
Prestonpans,  which  thereupon  became  vested  in  him  only. 
And  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  to  show  that  this  was 
other  than  a  real  bona  fide  transfer  of  the  whole  estate  from 
Dr.  Roebuck  to  Mr.  Garbet.  Nor  is  it  proved  that,  after 
this  event  and  transaction,  that  the  firm  of  Roebuck  and 
Garbet  was  ever  used,  or  that  Dr.  Roebuck  ever  interfered 
in  the  concern  as  joint  proprietor  or  partner.      On  the  con- 


*  Note  on  Lord  President  Campbell's  Papers  as  to  the  groands 
of  the  judgment  in  the  Court  of  Session. 
President  Campbell. — "  See  Downie's  letter,  24th September  1766. 
Balance  then  as  high  as  ever.  This  was  two  days  before  the  dissola- 
tion  on  2Gth  September.  Correspondence  read  over — ^in  same  tenor. 
Garbet's  letters  conceal  dissolution.  Doubt  if  partnership  truly 
dissolved.  Letters  always  mention  a  company. — Petitioners  de- 
ceived.— Fraud. — Latent  deed. — Garbet's  creditors  cannot  take  ad- 
vantage of  it."  * 

Lord  Braxfibld. — ''  Clear  that  former  copartnery  dissolved,  and 
no  new  company  created.  But  now  clear  for  altering  the  interlocu- 
tor.— This  agreement  may  regulate  matters  between  those  two  per- 
sons ; — ^but  of  great  importance  to  credit  that  the  public  should  be 
apprised  of  any  dissolution.  Common  mode  is  to  intimate  in  News- 
papers. Dr.  Roebuck,  in  question  with  creditors,  must  be  held  as 
a  partner  still." 
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trary,  Mr.  Garbet  assumed  to  be,  and  continued  the  sole       1737. 
owner,  down  to  his  bankruptcy.     And  it  is  no  answer  to  this    — ^ 


to  say,  that  as  by  that  deed,  Dr.  lloebuck  was  to  have  tL^^^'^ov^  &c. 
share  of  the  profits,  that  therefore  he  continued  a  partner,  xANiFrsLD 
and  as  such  was  liable,  because  this  was  merely  a  share  to  be        &c. 
paid  him  for  a  certain  purpose,  and  can  have  no  more  eifect 
than  if  Garbet  had  engaged  to  give  him  an  annuity,  or  to 
pay  him  a  specific  sum  for  renouncing  the  copartnership  in 
his  favour. — Farther,  there  was  no  obligation  in  law,  which 
made  it  necessary  to  publish  the  dissolution  of  the  copart- 
nery  to  the  world ;  and  the  acknowledged  fact  of  the  partner* 
ship  being  laid  aside,  was  sufiicient  notification  to  all  con- 
cerned. % 

PU<xded  for  the  Re8pondents,''^The  agreement  1766  did 
not  dissolve  the  copartnership  between  Dr.  Roebuck  and 
Mr.  Garbet.  The  terms  of  that  deed  do  not,  in  themselves, 
import  such  a  dissolution,  and  the  subsequent  conduct  of  the 
parties  shows  it  was  not  intended  to  have  that  result.  The 
funds  in  dispute  are  therefore  company  funds,  and  must  be 
applied,  in  the  first  place,  to  pay  the  respondents,  who  are 
company  creditors.  But  even  if  this  deed  did,  in  point  of 
fact,  dissolve  the  company,  still,  in  consequence  of  the  con- 
cealment of  this  from  the  public,  and  the  transacting  busi- 
ness with  the  respondents  as  if  the  company  still  subsisted, 
was,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Garbet,  grossly  fraudulent,  so  as  to 
deprive  his  private  and  individual  creditors  from  deriving 
any  benefit  from  it.  Because  the  dissolution  of  the  co- 
partnership never  having  been  made  public,  but  having  re- 
mained a  private  and  latent  transaction,  Dr.  Roebuck  stands 
bound  to  the  respondents  for  their  whole  debt,  reserving  his 
relief  against  Mr.  Garbet  himself,  or  his  creditors  claiming 
through  him ;  and,  in  virtue  of  this  right  of  relief,  the  re- 
spondents, as  creditors  to  the  Doctor,  are  preferable  over 
the  funds  in  dispute. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  the  Appellants,  Ilay  Camphelly  John  Scottf  Arch. 

Campbell, 

For  the  Respondents,  R.  Dundas^  JEdw.  Bearcroft^  W. 

Miller, 

Note.— ^Unreported  in  Court  of  Session. 
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1787. 


.    Alex.  Cuthbert,  Esq.,  and  Chas.  Innes,  W.S.  Appellants; 

*^^™"*^'  Mrs.  Anstruthbr  Paterson  &  Philip  An-  ) 

v.'  STRUTHER  Patbrson,  Esq.,  her  Husband, )  *««P^»^^'*- 

PATER80N, 

^°'  House  of  Lords,  23d  April  1787. 

Entail. — Held,  that  where  an  entail  was  declared  ineffectual 
against  creditors,  in  consequence  of  not  enumerating  the  irritant 
and  resolutive  clause,  and  not  being  recorded,  that  it  could  not  be 
held  good  against  a  purchaser  of  the  estate. 

It  was  decided,  ante  p.  51,  in  the  entail  of  Paterson  of 
Eccles,  that  the  entail  was  not  good  to  protect  against 
creditors. 

The  estates  were  afterwards  sold  to  the  appellant,  and, 
on  examining  the  title,  he  was  pleased  to  start  the  objection, 
that  although  the  entail  was  found  not  a  good  entail  against 
creditors,  it  did  not  follow  that  it  was  not  a  good  entail  a- 
gainst  a  sale  of  the  estate.  That  bj  the  act  1685,  a  dis- 
tinction would  appear  to  be  made  between  creditors  and 
purchasers.  On  the  part  of  the  respondent,  it  was  contend- 
ed that  there  was  no  proper  distinction,  such  as  the  appel- 
lant founded  on  in  the  act,  because  tailzies  not  having  in. 
sorted  therein  the  proper  irritant  and  resolutive  clauses,  and 
not  being  recorded,  are  ineffectual  both  against  purchasers 
as  well  as  against  creditors.  Besides,  Mrs.  Anstruther 
Paterson  is  the  last  heir  of  entail  in  the  deed,  and  could, 
even  supposing  the  entail  had  been  good,  have  sold  the 
estate,  and  is  now  in  a  situation  to  give  a  good  title  to  the 
purchaser. 
Feb.  23,1787.  The  Court,  of  this  date,  pronounced  the  following  inter- 
locutor:— '*  Having  advised  this  information  for  the  parties, 
**  the  Lords  repell  the  reasons  of  suspension,  find  the  letters 
*'  orderly  proceeded,  and  decern." 

Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  R.  Dundas^  Alex,  Wight, 

For  Respondents,  Hay  Campbell,  J,  Anstruther. 
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1787. 


Honourable  W.  Elphinstone,  -  Appellant; 

^  *  ELPUINRTONH 

Cajipbell  and  Others,  -  -  Respondents,  v. 

CAMI'UELL, 

&:c. 

House  of  Lords,  30th  April  1787. 

KiGiiT  OF  Voting. — Whether  a  conveyance  of  a  superiority  of 
lands  held  under  strict  entail,  conferred  a  substantial  light  of 
voting ;  or  was  a  mere  nominal  and  fictitious  creation  of  a  right, 
resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a  right  to  vote  for  a  member 
of  Parliament  ? 


At  the  Michaelmas  court,  hold  for  the  county  of  Renfrev\% 
vrithin  a  few  days  of  an  approaching  election  of  a  member 
to  serve  in  Parliament  for  the  county,  the  appellant  claimed 
to  be  enrolled  as  a  freeholder,  upon  a  life-rent  right  of 
superiority,  and  produced  the  following  titles,  viz.  1st,  Char- 
ter by  the  crown  in  favour  of  John  Shaw  Stewart,  Esq.  of 
Greenock.,  one  of  the  candidates,  and  an  heir  of  entail  to 
Sir  John  Shaw,  late  of  Greenock,  dated  3d  Feb.  1774,  con- 
taining, inter  alia^  the  twenty  merks  land  of  old  extent  of 
Fynart,  part  of  the  barony  of  Greenock.  2d.  Disposition 
by  the  said  John  Shaw  Stewart  to  the  appellant,  the  Hon- 
ourable Mr.  Elphinstone,  in  liferent,  dated  16th  April  1785, 
of  the  said  twenty  raerk  land  of  Fynart,  with  an  exception  of 
the  property,  which  had  been  recently  separated  from  the 
superiority*  in  the  usual  manner,  by  a  trust  feu.  3d.  Sasino 
thereon  in  liferent,  dated  22d  April  1785. 

It  was  stated  by  the  appellant,  that  the  lands  contained 
in  this  disposition  were  retoured  to  a  forty  shilling  land  of 
old  extent  and  upwards,  by  the  retour  of  James  Shaw  of 
Greenock,  dated,  October  1594. 

The  respondents  thought  proper  to  challenge  this  title 
as  nominal  and  fictitious,  in  so  far  as  it  gave  the  appellant 
no  real  property  in  the  lands ;  but  were  titles  devised  and 
completed,  solely  with  the  view  of  voting. 

The  respondents  farther  objected,  that  when  the  statutes 
of  1661  and  1681,  relative  to  the  qualification  of  electors, 
were  passed,  the  legislature  had  no  idea,  and  did  not  foresee 
that  so  bad  a  use  could  be  made  by  them,  as  to  make  them 
the  handle  of  creating  a  number  of  freehold  qualifications 
upon  one  estate,  by  granting  wadsets  and  liferent  convey- 
ances of  the  superiority  to  different  pergons,  merely  to  en- 
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1787.       able  them  to  vote  in  elections  of  members  of  Parliament* 
"~"~"""    The  idea  of  the  legislature,  in  those  days,  was  to  annex  the 
^      '^    rights  of  voting  to  real  landed  property ;  the  only  superiori- 
CAHPBELL,  ties  then  existing  were  real  and  substantial  estates ;  and  no 
'         such  thing  was  then  known  or  dreamed  of,  as  for  one  and 
the  same  person  to  haye  three  or  more  votes  in  a  county,  be- 
cause he  happened  to  be  possessed  of  three  or  more  forty 
shilling  lands.    But  the  objection  came  with  the  more  force, 
when  it  applied  to  the  grantor  of  a  liferent  superiority,  who 
was  expressly  prohibited  from  alienating,  by  the  fetters  of 
an  entail,  of  the  estate  so  alienated. 
Mar.  1, 1787.     The  Court  of  Session  pronounced  this  interlocutor: — "  The 
*'  Lords  having  advised  this  petition  and  complaint,  with  the 
"  answers  thereto,  replies,  duplies,  and  writs  produced ;  they 
"  find  the  respondent'^s  qualification  is  nominal  and  fictitious; 
"  sustain  the  objection  to  his  enrolment ;  find  that  the  free- 
''  holders  did  wrong  in  enrolling  the  respondent  on  the  roll 
"  of  freeholders  of  the  county  of  Renfrew ;  therefore  grant 
"  warrant  to,  and  ordains  the  Sherifi^  clerk  of  the  said  county 
*'  to  expunge  the  name  of  the  said  Mr.  William  Elphinstone, 
**  the  respondent,  from  the  said  roll,  and  decern." 
Against  this  judgment  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — Although  the  appellant  has 
only  an  estate  for  life  in  the  lands  on  which  ho  claimed  to 
be  enrolled  as  a  freeholder ;  and  although  the  yearly  profits 
of  that  estate  are  trifling  in  point  of  value,  yet  he  is  equally 
entitled  to  the  privileges  of  a  freeholder,  as  any  person  who 
is  vested  in  the  fee  of  the  estate  of  the  greatest  yearly 
value. 

By  the  original  constitution  of  Scotland,  at  least  as  far 
back  as  information  can  be  got  from  authentic  history  or  re- 
cord, all  the  immediate  vassals  of  the  crown  were  obliged, 
without  distinction,  to  give  attendance  in  the  King's  great 
council  of  Parliament.  The  subordinate  vassals  neither 
were  obliged  nor  had  a  title  to  appear  in  that  assembly. 
They  sat  in  the  courts  of  the  barons  under  whom  they  held 
their  lands,  and  were  understood  to  be  sufficiently  repre* 
sented  and  protected  by  them.  Even  the  taxation  imposed 
upon  land  by  Parliament  was,  in  the  first  instance,  laid 
upon  the  immediate  vassals  of  the  crown  alone,  although 
they  were  at  the  same  time  allowed,  in  their  own  courts,  to 
levy  a  certain  proportion  from  their  vassals  retainers. 

In  process  of  time  the  number  of  the  immediate  tenants 
of  the  crown  became  so  great,  and  the  estates  held  by  some 
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of  them  were  so  small,  as  to  render  it  necessary  to  relax,  ia       1787. 
some  degree,  from  the  rigour  of  the  ancient  law.     Statutes 


ELPHINSTOHB 


V. 


were  accordingly  passed  in  the  reigns  of  James  XL  and 
James  the  IV.  of  Scotland,  dispensing  with  the  attendance  campbell, 
of  all  barons  and  freeholders  whose  estates  were  within  a  ^^' 
certain  extent;  but  still  every  tenant  of  the  crown,  bow 
small  soever  his  estate  might  be,  and  whether  the  property 
or  dominium  utile  remained  with  himself  or  had  been  grant- 
ed to  a  subvassal  for  payment  either  of  a  feu  or  blanch  duty, 
had  an  undoubted  right,  if  he  chose  to  exercise  it,  to  attend 
and  give  his  voice  in  Parliament. 

At  last)  in  1587,  a  material  alteration  took  place,  by  the 
introduction  of  representatives  from  each  county ;  but  al- 
though the  right  to  vote  in  the  election  of  such  representa- 
tives was  confined  to  those  who  were  possessed  of  a  forty 
shilling  land  in  free  tenantry,  and  had  their  dwelling  within 
the  shire ;  yet  it  was  not  required  that  they  should  be  pos- 
sessed of  the  property  or  dominium  utile.  The  old  idea  of 
attaching  the  seat  in  Parliament  to  the  immediate  tenants 
of  the  crown  was  still  retained,  and  of  course  a  bare  supe- 
riority entitled  its  owner  either  to  elect  or  be  elected. 
Neither  was  there  any  distinction  between  persons  who  has 
the  right  of  superiority  fully  and  absolutely  invested  in 
them,  and  those  who  had  only  right  to  it  during  their  own 
lives. 

Although  the  plan  laid  down  by  the  statute  1587  for  the 
election  of  commissioners  from  shires  appears  to  have  been 
abundantly  plain,  it  should  seem  that  several  questions  had 
arisen  with  regard  to  the  right  of  voting  in  these  elections. 
And,  to  prevent  such  questions  in  time  to  come,  it  was  de- 
clared by  the  act  1661,  cap.  35,  "  That  beside  all  heritors 
"  who  held  a  forty  shillings  land  of  the  King's  Majesty  in 
"  capite^  that  also  all  heritors,  liferenters,  and  wadsetters, 
"  holding  of  the  ting,  and  others  who  held  their  lands  for- 
"  merly  of  the  bishops  or  abbots,  and  now  held  of  the  king, 
"  and  whose  yearly  rent  doth  amount  to  ten  chalders  of 
"  victual,  or  one  thousand  pounds  (all  feu  duties  being  de- 
"  ducted)  shall  be,  and  are  capable  to  vote  in  the  election  of 
'*  commissioners  of  Parliament,  and  to  be  elected  commis- 
"  sioners  to  Parliament,  excepting  always  from  this  act,  all 
"  noblemen  and  their  vassals." 

To  discover  whether  an  estate  on  which  a  vote  was  claim- 
ed by  the  owner  of  the  superiority  yielded  ten  chalders  of 
victual,  or  £1000  Scots  of  free  rent,  might  often  be  attend- 
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1787.       Q^  ^,jj.j^  difficulty.     Many  questions  might  have  still  arisen, 
and  much  time  been  consumed  in  Parliament  by  trying  the 

ELPHINBTONB  .  -  J         J       & 

o.  merits  of  controverted  elections.    The  legislature,   thcre- 

cAMPBELL,  fore,  passed  a  new  act  in  1681,  which,  after  reciting  "  the 
''  great  delay  in  dispatch  of  public  affairs  in  Parliament,  and 
"  Convention  of  Estates,  occasioned  by  the  controverted 
"  elections  of  commissioners  from  shires,"  laid  down  a  va- 
riety of  rules  for  regulating  these  elections  in  time  to  come. 
By  this  statute  it  was  enacted,  **  That  none  shall  have 
*'  vote  in  the  election  of  commissioners  for  shires  or  stew- 
**  artries,  which  have  been  in  use  to  have  been  represented 
''  in  Parliament  and  conventions,  but  those  who  at  the  time 
"  shall  be  publicly  infeft  in  property  or  superiority  and  in 
**  possession  of  a  forty  shilling  land  of  old  extent,  holding  of 
"  the  king  or  prince,  distinct  from  the  feu  duties  in  feu  lands, 
*•  or  where  the  said  old  extent  appears  not,  shall  be  infeft 
*'  in  lands  in  public  burden  for  His  Majesty's  supplies  for 
''  four  hundred  pounds  of  valued  rent,  whether  kirk  lands 
*'  now  holden  of  the  king,  or  other  lands  holding  feu  waird 
"  or  blench  of  His  Majesty  as  king  or'  prince  of  Scotland. 
"  And  that  the  apprisera  or  adjudgers  shall  have  no  votes  in 
**  the  said  elections  during  tho  legal  reversion,  and  that, 
"  after  the  expiring  thereof,  the  appriser  or  adjudger  first 
"  infeft  shall  only  have  vote,  and  no  other  appriser  or  ad- 
'^  judger  coming  in  pari  passu^  till  their  shares  be  divided, 
''  that  the  extent  or  valuation  thereof  may  appear ;  and  that 
"  during  the  legal,  the  heritor  having  right  to  the  reversion 
**  shall  have  vote,  and  likewise  proper  wadsetters  having 
*'  lands  of  the  holding,  extent,  or  valuation  foresaid,  which 
''  rights  to  vote,  proceeding  upon  expired  comprising,  adja- 
*'  dication,  or  proper  wadset,  shall  not  be  questionable  upon 
"  pretence  of  any  order  of  redemption,  payment,  and  satis- 
"  faction,  unless  a  decree  of  declarator  or  voluntary  re- 
"  demption,  renunciation,  or  resignation  be  produced ;  and 
''  that  apparent  heirs  being  in  possession  by  virtue  of  their 
predecessor's  infeftment,  of  the  holding,  extent,  and  valu- 
ation foresaid,  and  likewise  Hferenters^  and  husbands  for 
"  the  freehold  of  their  wives,  or  having  right  to  a  liferent, 
by  the  courtesie,  if  the  said  liferenters  claim  their  vote, 
'*  otherwise  the  fiar  shall  have  vote ;  but  both  fiar  and  life- 
"  renter  shall  not  have  vote,  unless  they  have  distinct  lands, 
<*  of  the  holding,  extent,  or  valuation  foresaid  ;  but  that  no 
**  person  infeft  for  relief  or  payment  of  sums  shall  have 
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<f 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.  81 

vote,  but  the  granters  of  the  said  rights,  their  heirs  or       '787. 


tunc;,    uui> 


"  saccessors.' 

Upon  this  statute  then,  which  is  the  latest  act  relative  to  „, 
the  qualification  of  electors,  it  is  clear,  1st,  That  it  adhered  campbell, 
to  the  ancient  law  and  practice,  by  giving  the  right  of  vot- 
ing only  to  those  who  were  infeft  and  in  possession  of  lands 
held  by  them  immediately  of  the  king  or  of  the  prince  ;  2d, 
That  it  gave  that  privilege  to  those  who  were  so  infeft  and 
in  possession,  although  the  right  was  only  a  naked  superio- 
rity, and  the  property  or  dominium  utile  was  vested  in  others 
holding  under  them.  3d,  It  gave  the  right  indiscriminately 
to  those  who  were  infeft  and  in  possession  of  such  superio- 
rity, in  virtue  of  a  proper  wadset,  redeemable  for  payment 
of  a  certain  sum,  or  in  virtue  of  a  liferent  right  to  terminate 
at  their  own  death,  as  well  as  to  those  who  had  the  absolute 
fee  of  the  superiority  vested  in  them,  and  were  able  to  dis- 
pose of  it,  or  to  transmit  it  at  pleasure,  without  the  possibi- 
lity of  challenge.  4th,  It  made  no  distinction,  whether  the 
profits  arising  from  the  superiority  on  which  the  vote  might 
be  claimed  were  great  or  small.  In  that  respect,  a  superior 
who  could  claim  a  feu  duty  from  his  vassal  of  £500  per  ann. : 
and  another  who  could  only  demand  a  penny  Scots,  a  pair 
of  spurs,  an  ounce  of  pepper,  or  the  blast  of  a  horn,  stood 
upon  the  same  footing ;  and,  lastly.  It  made  no  distincticai 
whether  the  right  of  superiority,  either  in  fee  or  in  liferent, 
had  been  acquired  merely  with  the  view  to  obtain  a  vote  in 
the  election  of  a  commissioner,  or  for  other  pnrposes.  But, 
hence,  it  necessarily  follows  that  a  liferent  of  a  naked  su- 
periority, though  attended  with  no  profit  whatever,  and  al- 
though purchased  and  obtained  in  gift  from  the  person  in 
whom  the  fee  was  vested,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  enabling 
the  liferenter  to  elect,  or  to  be  elected  a  commissioner  to 
Parliament,  did,  by  the  act  1681,  constitute  a  legal  and  per- 
fectly unexceptionable  freehold  qualification. 

Supposing  therefore  the  case  to  be  quite  a  new  one,  the 
appellant  should  humbly  apprehend  that  no  good  objection 
could  lye  to  his  right  to  vote.  The  case,  however,  is  far 
from  being  of  that  sort.  On  the  contrary,  it  has  been  esta- 
blished by  a  variety  of  decisions  of  the  Court  of  Session, 
and  by  several  judgments  of  your  Lordships,  that  liferent 
rights  of  superiority,  though  affording  the  most  trifling  year- 
ly profits,  and  although  obviously  created  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  enabling  the  grantees  to  vote  in  elections  for  members 
to  serve  in  Parliament,  afford  unexceptionable  freehold  qua- 
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1787.       lifications,  noways  liable  to  the  imputation  of  nominal  and 
fictitious. 


^.  Thus  in  the  cases  of  Ferguson,  20  July  1746,  and  the 

CAMPBELL,   Stewart  and  Hay,  24  June  1747 ;  Forrester  v.  Fletcher  in 

^'^'         1755;    and  case  of  Campbell  of  Shawfield,    1  Dec.  1760, 

House  of  Lords,  and  other  cases,  the  same  objection  now 

made  was  repelled. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents, — 1.  Because  the  lands  on 
which  the  appellant  claimed  a  right  to  be  enrolled  as  a  free- 
holder, being  settled  under  the  fetters  of  a  strict  entail, 
with  the  usual  prohibitory,  irritant  and  resolutive  clauses, 
against  alienating,  contracting  debt,  and  altering  the  course 
of  succession,  the  said  John  Shaw  Stewart,  Esq.  was  ex- 
pressly prohibited  and  debarred  from  conveying  the  said 
lands  to  the  appellant  for  any  purpose  whatever.  2.  Be- 
cause although  it  may  be  jus  tertii  for  the  respondents,  as 
freeholders,  to  maintain  a  challenge  competent  to  heirs  of 
entail,  there  can  be  no  doubt  they  were  at  liberty  to  show 
that  the  title  is  defeasible  at  the  pleasure  of  third  parties, 
which  every  qualification  upon  an  entailed  estate  unques- 
tionably is.  3.  Because  the  said  title  appears  on  the  face 
thereof  to  be  a  created  title,  and  granted  with  a  view  solely 
of  giving  the  appellant  a  freehold  qualification,  in  order  to 
enable  him  to  vote  in  the  election  of  a  member  to  serve  in 
I'arliament  for  the  county  of  Renfrew,  without  conferriog 
any  beneficial  or  patrimonial  interest  whatever;  and  ia  there- 
fore nominal  and  fictitious  in  the  direct  terms  of  the  oath 
introduced  by  the  act  7  of  Geo.  II.,  and  contrary  to  the  spi- 
rit and  meaning  of  all  the  other  election  laws.  4.  Because 
such  fictitious  and  fraudulent  operations  seldom  fail  to  throw 
the  title-deeds  of  estates  into  great  confusion,  and  produce 
numberlesH  questions  concerning  the  rights  of  property  and 
succession  in  Scotland,  the  consequences  of  which  are  ex- 
tremely injurious.  5.  And  because  if  such  rights  were  to- 
lerated by  law,  and  established  into  a  system,  the  privileges 
of  the  real  freeholders  would  be  annihilated,  and  the  power 
of  electing  the  representatives  for  counties  in  Scotland 
thrown  entirely  into  the  hands  of  a  few  great  families,  most 
of  whom  are  otherwise  represented,  and  the  ancient  princi- 
ples of  the  constitution,  though  fixed  at  the  Union,  aad  oen- 
firmed  since,  would  be  reversed. 

After  hearing  counsel, 

Lord  Chancellor  Thurlow  said, 
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"  My  Ix>RD8,  EI.PHIN8TONB 

V. 

•*  The  great  importance  of  this  cause,  and  its  general  reference,  as  campbeli* 
has  been  observed  bj  the  counsel  upon  both  sides,  to  the  ]aws  of 
Scotland  with  respect  to  sending  members  to  Parliament,  will  un- 
doubtedly entitle  it  to  everj  degree  of  the  most  anxious  attention 
which  your  Lordships  can  possibly  bestow  upon  it. 

*'  The  manner  in  which  it  struck  my  mind,  laid  me  under  no  small 
difficulty  and  embarrassment,  whether  we  could  enter  into  the  ques- 
tion of  firaud  in  this  case.  It  strikes  the  mind  with  indignation, 
where  a  fraud  up'on  the  law  has  been  actually  committed,  that  the 
court,  and  judges  composing  that  court,  are  the  only  persons,  and 
should  be  the  only  single  persons  in  all  the  country,  that  are  uncon- 
scious of  the  fraud,  and  incapable  of  going  into  it,  and  consequently 
not  able  to  decide  upon  it ;  that  would  be  rendering  justice  deficient, 
and  embarassing  the  court  by  its  own  rules  of  decision. 

**'  Where  there  is  actual  fraud,  your  Lordships  would  certainly  be 
anxions  to  pursue  that  fraud  with  all  the  diligence  and  effect  it  can 
possibly  be  pursued  with,  in  order  to  do  justice  in  the  matter ;  when 
I  use  the  word  fraud,  I  lie  under  the  necessity  of  explaining  that  I 
speak  of  fraud  purely  in  the  legal  sense.  It  happens,  that  by  the  law 
of  Scotland  and  of  this  country,  andof  eyeiy  country  in  the  world,  there 
is  a  great  number  of  things  that  are  called  fraud  in  law,  which  will 
cany  along  with  them  no  degree  of  baseness  or  dishonour ;  therefore, 
I  hope  I  shall  be  understood  as  speaking  of  this  subject^  and  by  no 
means  conyeying  the  slightest  imputation  with  regard  to  the  person 
whose  name  has  been  so  often  mentioned,  and  who  has  been  spoken 
of  in  yery  high  terms  in  this  case,  and  I  make  no  doubt  he  deserves 
to  be  spoken  of  in  the  highest  terms  as  a  man  of  honour.  1  have  not 
the  honour  to  know  him  nor  Mr.  Stewart,  but  it  would  be  extremely 
hard,  when  one  is  using  phrases  of  this  sort,  that  they  should  be 
looked  upon  as  personal ;  when  I  say,  this  is  a  practice  to  disappoint 
the  law  of  the  land,  and  in  that  way  constitute  a  fraud  upon  it,  that 
is  my  true  meaning. 

"  Upon  the  other  hand,  I  should  be  extremely  sorry  to  proceed  by 
any  rule,  in  the  discovery  of  fraud,  which  could  be  so  gross  and  so 
extensire  as  to  cut  down  those  votes, which,  by  the  law  of  Scotland, 
undoubtedly  are  admissable ;  for  it  has  been  very  well  observed;  and 
properly  agreed  by  the  counsel  upon  both  sides,  that  your  Lordships 
do  not  sit  here  trying  this  cause  as  a  House  of  Parliament,  but  you  sit 
here  as  a  Court  of  Session  merely ;  and  you  ought  to  pronounce  no 
judgment  in  this  place  but  that  which  the  Court  of  Session  ought  to 
hare  pronounced  in  the  court  below ;  and,  for  that  purpose,  you  should 
lay  ont  of  your  consideration  every  view  of  policy,  every  view  of 
eonTcniency, — you  should  lay  out  of  your   consideration    every 
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— -    of  the  law  prescribes. 


ELPuiNSToNB      ic  In  considering  this  case,  I  take  it  to  be  extremely  clear,  that,  bj 

CAMPBELL    ^^^  ^^^  ^^ Scotland,  the  estate  which  is  pretended  to  be  conyejed  in 

&c.         these  deeds,  if  it  be  a  real  estate,  taken  and  enjojed  by  the  grantee  of 

that  estate  fairly  and  bona  fide  for  his  own  use  and  benefit^  does  giye 

a  vote  for  a  member  to  serye  in  Parliament. 

"  My  Lords,  by  the  ancient  law  of  Scotland,  as  your  Lordships 
perfectly  well  know,  every  vassal  of  the  crown,  every  baron,  pro- 
perly speaking,  appeared  in  Parliament,  and  his  sub-feus  were,  in 
ancient  times,  not  regarded  much  more  than  tacks  are  now.  He 
represented  the  whole  land ;  it  was  of  no  consequ^ce  to  his  title,  for 
appearing  in  Parliament,  how  much  of  the  beneficial  interest  was  in 
him ;  he  represented  the  whole  land.  Afterwards,  when  the  attend- 
ance of  the  lesser  vassals  or  barons,  who  held  of  the  crown,  was  dis- 
pensed with,  and  they  appeared  only  by  their  representatives,  those 
who  voted  for  the  representatives,  voted  for  them  in  the  very  same 
right  that  they  sat  in  Parliament  by,  consequently,  the  right  to  vote 
for  the  representative  was  in  the  immediate  tenant  of  the  crown,  let 
those  who  held  under  him  enjoy  ever  so  much  of  the  beneficial  part 
of  the  estate. 

"  In  1 681 ,  when  the  mode  of  electing  in  Scotland  came  to  be  settled, 
those  principles  were  exactly  followed,  and  the  right  of  voting  was 
given  either  to  the  wadsetter  of  a  superiority,  or  to  the  liferenter  of 
a  superiority,  and  it  was  given  to  them  without  regard  to  the  quantity 
of  real  and  beneficial  interest  which  they  held  in  the  land. 

"  In  the  times  I  am  alluding  to,  certainly  the  object  of  sitting  in 
Parliament,  however  it  might  touch  the  minds  of  individuals,  did  not 
apply  to  them  in  the  same  way  as,  from  the  lapse  of  time  and  change 
of  circumstances,  it  has  done  since.  The  utmost  point  that  then 
could  strike  the  ambition  of  a  gentleman,  was  the  honour  of  represent- 
ing a  considerable  number  of  people  in  the  county  in  which  he  lived, 
and  of  being  preferred  by  them  to  that  seat  in  Parliament,  That  am- 
bition thdre  was,  but  it  did  not  go  the  length  of  dispensing  with  the 
constituents  paying  the  expenses  of  their  representative  in  Parlia- 
ment. I  speak  only  of  what  took  place  after  the  act  1 681 ,  if  I  do  not 
confound  that  statute  with  the  12th  of  Anne;  but,  from  that  time  to 
this,  the  law  has  certainly  received  no  change  whatever ;  because, 
though  a  great  many  acts  of  Parliament  have  been  made  for  secur- 
ing  due  observation  of  the  law,  yet  the  law,  as  made  in  1681,  none  of 
them  offer  to  make  a  change  in  it,  nor  by  construction  can  be  under- 
stood to  have  made  a  change.  Your  Lordships  will  see  what  the  law 
was  in  1 08 1 .  It  is  true  superiorities  gave  the  vote,  it  is  also  true  every 
roan  who  had  such  an  estate  had  a  vote,  and  it  was  in  the  contem- 
plation of  the  law,  as  it  was  regulated  in  1681 ,  that  the  right  of  voting 
should  be  preserved  to  each  individual ;  I  mean  in  contradistinction 
to  this,  the  qualifications  which,  your  Lordships  know,  is  forty  shiil- 
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as  a  saperioritj,  gave  a  right  of  voting ; — hut  no  one  person,  if  he  had    ■ 

40  or  500  such  estates,  which,  hj  heing  divided  into  so  many  parts,  elpbinstomb 

would  have  fdyen  so  many  votes,  could,  while  the  estate  was  in  him,  ^* 

be  entitled  to  any  more  than  one  vote.     At  the  same  time,  if  the  es-  &c. 

tate  came  hy  accident  to  he  divided,  each  of  the  persons  to  whom  it 

fell  in  that  manner  would  have  a  right  of  voting 

'*  Hence  your  Lordships  see  there  are  two  points  equally  deserving 
your  attention  as  a  court  of  justice.  I  am  not  considering  now  whe- 
ther political  power  should  he  in  proportion  to  the  extent  of  property, 
or  whether  the  man  who  held  an  estate  that  contained  the  40  or  the 
500  votes  should  have  them  all.  That  is  not  our  husiness, — we  sit  as 
a  court  of  justice,  to  carry  the  law  as  it  stands  into  execution ;  and  there 
are  two  points  in  the  law,  as  it  stands,  which  it  hehoves  your  Lord- 
ships anxiously  to  see  executed,  as  far  as  the  rules  of  the  law  can  go. 
The  one  isi  that  every  person  who  has  an  estate  to  which  the  law 
annexes  the  vote,  should  he  enabled  to  give  the  vote ;  the  second,  that 
no  person  should  he  able  to  give  more  than  one  vote  for  the  estate  so 
abiding  in  him.  It  was  argued,  but  little  insisted  upon,  nor  do  I  be- 
lieve it  was  capable  of  being  much  insisted  upon,  that  the  difference  of 
times  between  1661  or  1681,  and  the  present  hour,  made  a  difference 
in  the  right  of  voting ;  that  because  at  that  time  there  was  no  such 
practice  as  that  of  stripping  the  estate  of  all  its  beneficial  enjoyment, 
and  afterwards  of  conveying  out  the  mere  superiority  for  the  purposes 
of  supplying  votes,  so  it  could  not  then  be  in  contemplatioh  to  give 
the  right  of  voting  to  the  description  of  votes  now  brought  to  the  bar. 
I  confess  my  opinion,  as  far  as  that  goes,  is  clear,  that  by  the  act  of 
1681  they  meant  to  give  the  privilege  to  the  slightesi  estate  which,  upon 
paper,  could  be  drawn  forth  within  the  letter  of  the  statute  of  1 6b  1 ; 
so  that  if  a  man,  entitled  to  a  forty  shillings  land,  were  to  feu  it  out, 
taxing  the  casualties,  or  charging  them  in  any  other  manner,  so  as 
to  reduce  the  estate  to  a  superiority  of  but  a  penny  value  yearly,  I 
take  it  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  statute  of  1 681  to  give  to 
that  estate  a  vote.  Now,  if  the  case  were  supposable,  I  would  say, 
that  when  the  estate  had  been  so  stripped  as  to  leave  no  actual  value 
in  it  of  above  a  shilling  a  year,  the  person  having  such  an  estate  would 
be  entitled  to  vote.  As  to  what  they  call  wadsetting,  your  Lordships 
know  perfectly  well  that  it  is  the  conveyance  of  an^  estate  liable  to  be 
enjoyed  so  long  as  it  is  not  redeemed,  but  liable  to  be  redeemed  upon 
payment  of  a  sum  supposed  to  be  advanced  upon  it ;  and  if  the  sum 
advanced  had  been  twenty  shillings,  or  reduce  that  to  sixpence,  or  if 
it  had  been  ten  shillings,  or  lower  down,  so  low  as  a  penny  Scots, 
imagining  the  case  of  such  a  wadset  as  that  to  be  clear  of  any  frau- 
dulent purpose,  my  opinion  is  that  wadset  gives  the  right  of  voting. 

^  I  will  put  the  case,  if  possible,  even  stronger  than  that, — I  will 
suppose  that  a  gentleman  of  estate^  who  does  not  care  a  farthing  for 
either  of  the  candidates,  or  for  politics^  should  resort  to  the  opportu- 
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1681  would  prevent  him  from  doing  so,  hj  the  means  of  feuing  one 


ELPHIN8TONE  the  estatc,  and  then  sending  those  superiorities  to  market,  in  order 
^*  to  he  purchased  out  and  out  hy  other  persons  for  their  own  benefit, 

CAMPBELL  y  M. 

^Q^      *   according  to  the  law  of  villinage ;  and  the  right  of  representation  in 
Scotland  has  most  lamentably  and  unfortunately  fallen  off  its  ancient 
basis,  in  so  much,  that  the  whole  yalue  of  the  landed  property  in 
that  cbuntry,  speaking  largely  and  generally  about  it,  may  be  in  the 
hands  of  those  that  would  have  no  concern  whatever  in  the  choice 
of  the  representative  of  the  county,  which  might  be  placed  in  the 
hands  of  men  who  have  no  earthly  estates  but  such  as  I  hare  been 
describing, — that  certainly  was  not  the  object  of  the  law :  but  if  it 
be  a  political  object,  and  an  honest  object,  to  give  to  the  land  of 
Scotland  its  due  weight  in  parliamentary  representation, — I  am 
afraid  that  it  is  not  to  be  obtained  by  a  judgment  of  any  court  of 
law,  but  resort  must  be  had  to  Parliament,  to  cure  the  great  mis- 
chief that  has  happened  to  the  constitution  of  that  country,  as  well 
as  other  countries,  where  the  change  of  circumstances  has  been  such, 
that  the  rule  and  order  of  government  not  being  changed  conform- 
able to  it,  things  have  been  turned  so  absolutely  round,  as  to  disap* 
point  all  the  good  sense  and  sound  policy  upon  which  the  constitution 
stood  originally.     I  have  been  anxious  to  state  this  as  to  what  I 
look  upon  to  be  the  right  of  voting  in  Scotland.      I  am  afraid,  in 
practice  it  has  been  reduced  to  the  condition  of  a  burgage  tenure 
here ;  and  when  I  mention  that  tenure,  it  may  be  necessary  to  make 
some  observations  upon  it 

^'  I  know  the  House  of  Commons  is  a  competent  Ck>urt  to  decide 
upon  all  questions  of  the  election  of  their  own  members,  and  there 
stands  upon  their  journals  various  decisions  supporting  burgage  ten- 
ures, which  I  do  not  mean  to  impeach,  or  throw  the  smallest  reflec- 
tion upon  in  the  world. 

**  There  is  a  latitude  and  sovereign  power  that  belongs  to  the 
House  of  Commons,  that  perhaps  never  ought  to  bind  itself  by  those 
narrow  rules  a  court  of  justice  should  go  by.  If  the  title  to  a  seat 
in  Parliament  had  been  in  England,  as  now  in  Scotland,  referred  to 
the  decision  of  a  court  of  justice,  we  might,  without  complaining, 
venture  to  guess  that  a  gentleman  could  not  have  been  at  liberty  to 
send  his  steward  #ith  ten  or  a  dozen  parchments,  to  be  distributed 
among  as  many  voters  round  a  green  table,  and  then  to  pick  them 
up  after  the  election  was  over.  I  rather  believe  ihat  could  not  have 
happened ;  but  whether  there  be  or  not  that  peculiarity  in  the  burgage 
tenure  of  England,  it  is  abundantly  clear  an  abuse  like  that  does 
not  exist  in  the  constitution  of  Scotland ;  it  is  also  undoubtedly  clear 
by  the  statute  of  1681,  and  various  acts  of  Parliament,  by  which 
they  have  tried  to  secure  it  against  fraud  since  that  time,  that  how- 
slender  soever  the  beneficial  interest  may  be  that  is  taken  by  the 
conveyance,  it  must  be  taken  bona  fide,  and  be  the  absolute  property 
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there  be  any  means  of  impeaching  it  with  fraud,  those  means  are    — —— 

open  with  respect  to  this  species  of  burgage  tenure.    There  was  a"*^^'"*^®*** 

great  deal  of  dispute  at  the  bar,  upon  what  should  be  deemed  a    campbbll 

nominal  and  fictitious  Tote,  created  or  reserved  only  for  the  purpose         &o. 

of  giving  a  vote  at  the  election,  and  not  a  real  and  true  estate  in  the 

grantee  of  the  estate,  for  his  own  use  and  benefit  only,  and  for  the 

benefit  of  no  other  person.     I  speak  of  the  words  of  the  oath,  for 

whether  the  words  of  the  oath  alter  the  law  or  not,  and  I  think  they 

do  not  alter  it,  they  are  certainly  a  parliamentary  recognition  of  what 

the  law  was  at  that  time.     It  seems,  therefore,  upon  every  question 

of  that  sort  that  arises  before  the  Court  of  Session,  the  single  point 

for  them  to  try  is,  not  what  is  the  extent  of  the  estate,  but  ^whether 

that  estate  is  vested  in  the  grantee  bona  fide^  and  is  a  true  and  real 

estate  for  his  own  use  and  benefit  only,  and  for  no  other  purpose  ; 

for  if  the  ju$  disponendi  remains  in  any  other  person,  it  is  in  vain 

that  the  parchment  conveys  the  right  to  him,  for  the  real  use  of  the 

estate  remains  in  another,  and  that  objection  to  the  estate  is  now 

competent. 

'*  I  did  put  the  case  to  the  gentlemen  at  the  bar,  of  one  species  of 
title, — I  admit  to  be  a  good  one, — ^it  is  the  wadset.  I  will  suppose 
an  estate  of  sixpence  a  year  value,  were  mortgaged  for  ten  shillings, 
at  5  per  cent,  and  that  the  supposition  was,  that  twenty  or  thirty 
pounds  had  been  paid  for  making  out  all  the  charters,  sasines,  and 
other  ilistruments,  by  which  the  estate  was  to  be  conveyed  away, 
and  the  question  was  to  arise  merely  upon  the  state  of  that  transaction ; 
what  would  be  the  effect  of  it  ?  I  did  not  perceive  it  was  argued  a 
moment,  but  ex  facie  upon  such  a'  transaction  as  that,  it  would  be 
deemed  an  international  evasion  of  the  law  upon  the  part  of  the 
granter  and  grantee. 

"  It  is  argued,  that  in  Scotland  trust  could  only  be  proved  by 
writing,  and,  consequently,  there  could  be  no  means  of  proving  the 
granter  retained  any  interest  whatever  in  the  estate,  unless  it  were 
so  proved.  1  do  not  know  of  any  proposition  that  appears  to  mc 
so  perfectly  contrary,  not  only  to  the  common  and  received  notions 
of  law^  but  even  to  common  sense,  and,  more  particularly,  the  com« 
mon  sense  requisite  upon  the  present  occasion. 

"  By  the  nature  of  the  thing,  the  writings  must  be  all  clear,  but 
the  question  made  by  the  statute  is.  Whether  those  writings  are 
sincere  as  weU  as  clear — whether  they  convey  an  estate  for  the  sole 
use  of  the  grantee,  or  for  the  use  of  the  granter  ?  It  is  said,  that 
must  appear  out  of  the  writings  themselves.  It  is  manifest  the 
question  is  a  question  of  fraud ;  and  till  I  heard  it  argued  here,  I 
never  heard  that  a  question  of  fraud  was  not  to  be  made  out 
by  a  parole  evidence,  proving  such  facts  as  infer  fraud.  In 
the  case  of  such  a  wadset,  my  idea  is,  that  it  would  be  a  frau- 
dulent vote,  though  he  had  taken  an  estate  sufficient  as  the  law 
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1787.        of  Scotland  says  for  the   purpose  of  voting,  but  had  taken  it  in 
such  circumstances  as  showed  that  it  was  not  calculated  to  serve  his 


ELPHiNSToME  qwu  purposcs,   therefore,  it  afforded  pregnant  evidence  of  fraud. 


V, 


-n.«»»  w.  This  is  a  case  where  there  is  a  liferent  of  a  shilling  value,  that  is,  it 
&c.  is  absolutely  nothing.  I  am  speaking  of  the  appellant  s  title.  But  if 
ever  such  an  estate  was  bought  out  and  out,  with  a  view,  not  to  the 
enjoyment  of  a  shilling  a  year,  but  for  the  purpose  of  enjoying  the 
franchise,  which,  by  the  constitution  of  that  country,  is  annexed  to 
that  estate,  provided  that  is  distinctly  and  clearly  done,  I  should  ap- 
prehend that  estate  would  convey  the  vote. 

'^  But  if  a  person  conveys  the  estate  to  another,  who,  instead  of 
paying  the  purchase  money,  and  instead  of  paying  the  expenses  of 
conveying  it,  holds  it  at  the  expense  of  the  granter  himself,  and 
more  particularly  so,  if  he  held  it  under  an  honorary  engagement, 
that  he  could  never  disturb  the  title  deeds  of  the  granter,  (there  are 
a  thousand  ways  it  might  be  stated),  in  that  case,  the  person  that 
holds  it  would  be  thought  of  in  the  most  reproachable  manner  in  the 
world,  if  he  was  to  offer  to  interrupt  the  title  of  the  granter ;  if  he 
holds  it  under  an  honorary  engagement  the  most  imperfect  in  point 
of  actual  obligation,  in  my  opinion,  he  holds  it  fraudulently.  The 
right  of  using  it  is  not  in  reality,  or  in  fact  in  him.  Rumour  says,  that 
in  this  and  in  that  county  in  Scotland,  great  lords,  who  have  vast 
estates,  so  as  even  to  divide  the  county  among  them,  have  taken  upon 
them  to  convey  by  parcels  the  superiority  to  two  or  three  hundred  dif- 
ferent persons,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  them  what  have  been  called 
confidential  votes.  If  they  are  called  confidential,  I  should  have  no 
difficulty  in  saying  what  I  think  of  them,  namely,  that  they  are  no 
votes  at  all ;  because,  from  the  very  moment  a  man  holds  the  estate 
with  any  degree  of  confidence,  there  is  a  want  of  a  legal  and  complete 
right.  I  am  glad  it  has  occurred  to  me  to  mention  it  here  ;  because 
it  is  a  matter  very  important  for  your  Lordships'  consideration,  if 
those  estates,  by  any  of  the  confidential  holders,  were  to  be  withheld 
from  the  family  that  granted  them,  that  family  has  no  way  whatso- 
ever to  get  them  back  again,  no  process  of  confidence  would  enable 
them  to  get  them  back,  they  would  be  obliged  to  prove  a  fraudulent 
conveyance ;  and  the  law  would  not  permit  a  man  to  plead  upon 
his  own  fraud.  The  estate  therefore  could  not  be  drawn  back  by 
the  granter,  upon  the  plea  of  fraudulent  confidence,  and  yet  it  is  not 
held  by  the  grantee  legally.  I  do  not  care  for  pointing  out  by  what 
means,  but  this  information  has  been  conveyed  to  me  in  such  a  form, 
that  I  verily  believe  it  will  not  be  long  before  your  Lordships  will  hear 
of  disputes  to  a  great  amount,  turning  upon  the  grounds  I  am  now 
stating.  It  happened,  not  a  great  while  ago,  that  the  estate  of  no 
inconsiderable  family  was  thus  granted  out,  and  the  gentleman  did 
not  think  himself  at  liberty  to  avail  himself  of  it,  he  was  prevailed 
upon  not  to  do  it ;  but  if  he  had  thought  proper,  he  might  have 
availed  himself  of  it,  and  have  kept  the  estate.^ 
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'*'  This  brings  me  to  the  consideration  of  the  rote  now  in  question.        1787. 
The  fact  seems  to  be  admitted  to  a  certain  extent,  I  wish  it  had  been    ■ 
more  fullj  so.      This  estate  of  Mr.  Stewart  is  an  estate  held  under  ***'"**"t*>*'* 
the  strictest  entail  known  by  the  law  of  Scotland.     He  was  under    campbrll 
the  necessity,  in  the  first  place,  to  violate  the  conditions  of  that  estate,         &c. 
by  making  the  subinfeadation  to  a^person  in  confidence.    I  hope  he 
knows  whom  to  trust ;  how  he  is  to  get  back  that  estate  is  more  than 
I  know. — After  he  had  made  that  subinfeudation,  he  conveys  the 
superiority  to  Mr.  Elphinstone  and  several  other  persons;  those  con- 
veyances were  also  breaches  of  the  entail,  to  which  the  heirs  of  entail 
were  not  bound  to  consent :  and  if  an  heir  of  entail,  after  he  had 
come  to  such  an  agreement,  should  think  fit  to  resile,  there  could  be 
nothing  to  stop  the  declarator.     You  cannot  allege  your  own  fraud 
to  atop  a  declarator  at  the  instance  of  another. 

**  Mr.  Elphinstone  is  supposed  to  have  taken  this  estate,  subject  to 
be  called  back  in  this  manner  by  the  heir  of  the  entail. — It  is  gravely 
alleged,  upon  the  part  of  the  appellant,  and  it  is  certainly  true,  no- 
body can  challenge  the  estate  but  the  heir  of  entail.     If  he  was  to 
challenge  it,  he  could  get  back  the  estate,  but  till  that  is  done  the 
estate  does  remain  in  the  estimation  of  law,  the  estate  of  the  voters ; 
but  the  question  is,  not  whether  it  is  not  in  the  estimation  of  law 
the  estate  of  the  voters,  but  whether,  according  to  the  tenor  of  the 
transaction,  a  court  of  justice  can  or  cannot  discover  that  this  is  a 
species  of  estate  which  Mr.  Elphinstone  would  not  have  taken  upon 
his  own  account,  or  upon  any  account,  but  that  of  the  granter's  re- 
quest.     If  you  were  to  lay  it  down  as  a  rule  in  the  case,  that,  pro- 
vided he  had  paid  10  guineas  for  the  estate,  or  20  or  30  pounds  for 
the  conveyance  of  it,  that  should  prove  it  a  bona  fide  estate,  you 
would  decide  upon  one  of  those  objections,  but  not  upon  the  other, 
and  lay  down  a  general  rule  which  I  certainly  do  not.     I  am  not  lay* 
iDg  down  a  rule  of  law  ;  I  am  not  laying  down  a  rule  of  evidence  ; 
I  am  not  laying  down  a  rule  of  presumption,  nor,  in  short,  any  one 
rule  by  which  the  court  can  be  afterwards  bound.     It  must  be  upon 
the  general  state  of  the  transaction,  that  the  court  can  collect  that  the 
estate,  instead  of  being  intended  to  be  used  or  disposed  of  by  the 
grantee,  was  intended  between  them  to  Jbe  at  the  use  and  disposi- 
tion of  the  granter,  and  wherever  a  case  affords  circumstances  suffi- 
cient fairly  and  roundly  to  raise  that  presumption  in  an  unanswer- 
able degree,  or  to  raise  it  in  a  degree  which  the  party  himself  cannot 

answer,  in  such  a  case  as  that,  the  vote  must  be  held  to  be  void. 

Some  cases  have  been  quoted,  as  decided  by  your  Lordships,  in  which 
it  is  supposed  to  have  been  laid  down  as  a  rule,  that  the  party  him- 
self could  not  be  examined  as  to  the  bona  fide  manner  in  which  he 
held  the  estate.  Cases  were  adduced,  which  prima  facie  go  some- 
way towards  affording  an  inference  that  such  were  the  ideas  in  your. 
Lordships'  minds  at  the  time  of  that  decision.  I  beg,  in  the  first 
place,  to  remark,  that  you  haVe  laid  down  no  such  rule  by  any  de-' 
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r  1787.        cision,  consequently,  when  these  cases  come  to  be  aigued,  if  ever 
■  they  should  again,  the  question  will  not  be,  Whether  it  is  absolutely 

ELPHIN8TONB  fxvLe^  that  uo  man  can  be  examined  that  has  once  taken  the  free- 
MPBELL     bolder's  oath  ?     Many  of  them  do  not  choose  to  do  it,  and  I  do  not 
&o.         wonder  at  it.     For  though  no  disgrace  or  baseness  could  be  imputed 
to  a  making  a  rote  of  this  sort,  it  cuts  a  little  closer,  when  the  voter 
comes  to  take  the  oath.     I  do  not  wonder  that  a  man  of  honour 
should  say,  as  was  said  at  the  bar,  that  he  took  this  estate  as  a  real 
and  true  estate,  for  his  own  use  and  benefit  only*  and  not  another's. 
But  I  doubt  whether  Mr.  Elphinstone  would  have  sworn  so  in  this 
case.     I  am  sure  he  would  not,  if  he  had  felt  in  his  own  mind  any 
honorary  obligation,  even  though  not  a  legal  one,  to  use  or  to  dis- 
pos^  of  that  estate  at  the  requisition  of  the  granter.     If  your  Lord- 
ships will  cast  your  eye  over  the  statute,  you  will  find  that  the  whole 
scope  and  object  of  the  oath  was,  that  the  Court  of  Freeholders 
(who  had  not  the  means  of  a  long  examination,  and  cannot  pursue 
the  case  in  the  manner  a  Court  of  Justice  would,  and  are  to  pursue 
it  by  such  short  means  as  they  have  in  their  power)  may  have  refe- 
rence to  the  oath  of  the  party.     Are  there  words  in  this  statute  that 
can  prevent  the  Court  of  Session  from  going  farther  in  such  a  case 
as  this  ?     If  there  are  any  in  it,  it  is  more  than  I  yet  know  or  am 
inclined  to  agree  to,  unless  I  find  that  the  cases,  taken  altogether,  do 
absolutely  fix  it  upon  me  by  the  authority  and  reasons  of  them.    It 
is  every  day's  experience  in  every  court  of  justice  in  the  world, 
(and  there  is  no  reason  for  the  contrary,  where  a  man  is  giving  tes- 
timony upon  an  estate  or  other  interest,  which  has  been  drawn  into 
question),  and  I  know  of  no  interest  whatsoever,  which  can  prevent 
a  man  being  again  examined  after  taking  an  oath.      A  case  occurs 
to  my  mind,  upon  a  policy  of  insurance.    A  great  number  of  under- 
writers may  have  actions  brought  against  them  upon  the  terms  of 
the  agreement,  it  would  be  strange,  if  the  broker  or  other  witness 
examined  in  the  one  cause,  could  never  be  examined  again ;  it  would 
be  extraordinary,  if  he  could  say,  I  have  been  sworn  in  a  cause  al- 
ready, you  cannot  examine  me  again.      In  the  Court  of  Chancery 
there  is  no  such  rule  ;   a  person  being  sworn  upon  one  cause,  will 
not  prevent  his  being  examined  on  another.      It  appears  to  be  im- 
possible that  such  a  maxim  should  have  been  set  up.     I  do  not  see 
upon  what  ground  it  would  have  been  necessary  to  the  decision  of 
these  cases,  nor  upon  what  ground  it  is  possible  to  declare  that  a 
man  must  not  be  examined  in  what  they  call  a  judicial  examination, 
because  he  has  once  before  taken  the  freeholder's  oath.     I  am  in- 
clined to  believe,  if  they  examine  accurately  those  cases,  they  will 
find,  that  the  objection  was  to  the  form  of  particular  interrogatories, 
and  not  to  be  bottomed  upon  that  principle,  that  a  man  who  has 
been  examined  once,  can  be  examined  no  more. 

"  My  Lords,  this  case  comes  before  your  Lordships  under  particu- 
lar circumstances.    A  great  many  such  cases  were  under  the  view  of 
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the  Court  of  Session  at  the  same  time.     In  some  of  them  eyidence        1787. 
was  giyen,  and  thej  were  argued  in  the  Court  of  Session  at  large ;    


bat  this  was  argued  ore  /rntvjr  without  evidence  or  fiwjt  stated  in  writing,  blphinstosie 
Without  a  distinct  view  of  the  evidence  that  was  given  in  the  case,   ^.«,  *  ,, 
particularly  where  it  is  attended  with  such  douhts  and  nicetj  as  this,  I         &c. 
should  be  extremely  sorry  to  be  forced  into  a  decision,  where  every 
article  and  every  circumstance  of  it  was  not  so  perfectly  before  the 
Conrt  as  it  ought  to  be,  in  order  to  found  the  judgment  which  your 
Lordships  ought  to  pronounce  up<^  it 

*'  No  case  can  come  before  this  House,  where  the  utmost  anxiety 
should  not  be  used  to  adhere  closely  to  the  rules  of  law,  and  if  there 
be  a  case  distinguishable  from  another  in  that  particular,  I  should 
say  this  is  one  which,  by  the  peculiar  constitution  of  the  kingdom  of 
Scotland,  the  Court  below  ought  to  judge  of  with  the  utmost  atten- 
tion, as  the  right  of  a  seat  in  Parliament  may  depend  upon  it,  and 
upon  account  of  the  great  and  momentous  concern  which  is  involved 
in  it.  Therefore,  I  will  not  propose  more  to  your  Lordships,  than  to 
remit  this  back  to  the  Court  of  Session,  with  a  view  they  should  pro- 
ceed to  the  examination  of  all  the  points  in  it,  that  their  decision 
may  be  founded  upon  the  evidence  stated  amply  and  decisively  be- 
fore them,  and  they  should  decide  what  steps  ought  to  be  taken  in 
the  matter." 

Lord  Loughborough, 

*'  I  shall  not  detain  your  Lordships  long,  by  entering  into  any 
state  of  the  law,  or  discussing,  to  any  extent,  the  circumstancei  of 
the  case.  That  has  been  done  so  fully  and  ably  by  the  noble  and 
learned  Lord  upon  the  Woolsack,  that  I  shall  content  myself  with 
expressing  my  sense  of  the  great  obligation  which  the  House  and 
the  public  owe  to  the  noble  and  learned  Lord,  for  so  clear  and  lubi- 
nous  a  deduction  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  with  respect  to  the  right  of 
election,  guarding  it  against  any  supposition,  that  there  can  be  an  in- 
tention to  innovate  upon  the  established  right  of  election,  as  it  stood 
at  the  Union,  and  at  the  same  time,  doing  the  Court  of  Session  that 
justice  which  is  due  to  them  for  the  attempt  they  have  made  in  the 
present  case,  to  have  the  law  executed  according  to  its  true  spirit, 
showing  their  intention  not  to  pervert  the  precautions  the  law  has 
used  to  secure  the  real  right  of  election  against  the  devices  used  for 
creating  fraudulent  qualifications.  I  perfectly  concur  with  the  noble 
and  learned  Lord.  The  direct  decision  of  the  question  here  would 
be  premature ;  and,  therefore,  I  must  express  my  assent  to  tfle 
noble  and  learned  Lord's  motion,  to  remit  it  to  the  Court  of  Session, 
that  they  may  hear  the  points  further,  and  go  through  it  again,  aod 
determine  it  in  the  manner  they  shall  see  proper." 

The  question  was  then  put  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  and 
carried  unanimously,  That  the  cause  be  remitted  back  to  the 
Court  of  Session  in  Scotland,  to  hear  parties  further  there- 
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upon,  with  liberty  to  receive  such  new  allegations  and 

evidence  as  the  occasion  may  require. 

It  was  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  cause  be 
remitted  back  to  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland,  to 
hear  parties  further  thereupon,  with  liberty  to  receive 
such  new  allegations  and  evidence  as  the  occasion  may 
require. 

For  the  Appellants,  Alex.  Wight,  Wm.  Adam. 
For  the  Respondents,  Ilay  Campbell,  R.  Dmvdas. 


The  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank 
of  England,  ... 

William  Pulteney,  Esq. 


f  Appellants; 
Respondent. 


House  of  Lords,  14th  December  1787. 

Heritable  Security — Ranking — Indefinite  Payments — Asaio- 
NATioN. — A  creditor  held  an  heritable  security  for  repayment  of 
bis  advances,  to  the  extent  of  £  1 2000.  He  also  held  an  adjudica- 
tion debt  against  the  same  debtors,  for  a  bank  debt  paid  by  him 
for  them,  which  was  not  included  in  the  heritable  bond.  On  the 
bankruptcy  of  the  debtors,  and  ranking  and  sale  of  their  estate, 
Held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  impute  indefinite  payments  made  to 
him  to  his  least  secured  debt,  so  as  to  make  the  heritable  bond 
cover  the  whole  debts  due  to  him  within  the  amount  of  that  seca- 
rity ;  and,  therefore,  that  he  was  preferable,  both  for  the  balance 
due  on  the  bond  debt,  as  well  as  for  the  adjudication  debt  In 
this  last  debt,  another  party  was  bound  as  co-surety.  Held, 
that  on  payment,  he  was  not  bound  to  grant  the  creditors  an  assig- 
nation to  his  claim. 

Robert  and  William  Alexander,  late  merchants  in  Edin- 
burgh, having  become  bankrupt,  an  action  was  commenced 
in  the  Court  of  Session,  for  the  purpose  of  ranking  their 
creditors  upon  the  price  of  their  estates,  which  were  brought 
to  judicial  sate. 

Among  the  creditors  appeared  the  respondent,  who 
claimed,  in  virtue  of  an  heritable  security,  a  preference  on 
tho  estate  of  Cluny,  situated  in  the  county  of  Fife,  for  a 
debt  of  £12,000,  or,  at  least,  for  the  balance  remaining  due 
by  the  bankrupts. 

The  debt  was  contracted  in  the  year  1769,  by  Mr.  Pulteney 
accepting  bills  drawn  upon  him  by  the  bankrupts  for  the 
following  sums : — 
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2l8t  Dec.  1769.— £1500,  payable  to  J.  Campbell,  Esq.  of       1737^ 
the  Royal  Bank  of  Scotland,  six  months  after  date.  

2l6t  Dec.  1769. — £1500,  payable  to  the  said  John  Camp-     bank  of 
bell,  nine  months  after  date.  «ngland 

29th  Dec.  1769. — £1500,  payable  to  the  said  J.  Campbell,    pultenky. 
six  months  after  date.  1 

29th  Dec.  1769.— £1500,  payable  to  the  said  J.  Campbell, 
nine  months  after  date. 

30th  Dec.  1769.— £6000,  payable  to  the  bankrupts  them- 
selves, and  endorsed  by  them  to  James  Spence, 
Treasurer  of  the  Bank  of  Scotland,  six  months  after  date. 

In  security  of  these  bills,  amounting  in  whole  to  £12000, 
the  bankrupts  granted  an  heritable  bond,  which  specially 
recited  the  bills  above  mentioned,  and  then  followed  this 
personal  obligation,  ^^  And  whereas  the  said  Wm.  Pulteney, 
*'  Esq.,  at  adhibiting  his  acceptance  to  the  said  five  bills,  had 
*'  no  value  in  his  hands  belonging  to  us  the  said  Robert  and 
"  William  Alexander,  or  belonging  to  the  Company  now 
"  carried  on  by  us,  under  the  firm  of  William  Alexander  and 
"  Sons  ;  but  did  the  same  at  our  desire,  and  for  our  use,  upon 
"  condition  of  our  granting  him  the  security  underwritten. 
"  Therefore  wit  ye  us,  the  said  Robert  and  William  Alexan- 
*'  der,  to  be  bound,  as  we  hereby  bind  and  oblige  ourselves, 
"  our  heirs  and  executors,  to  content  and  pay  to  the  said 
"  William  Pulteney,  Esq.,  his  heirs  and  assignees,  the  fore- 
'*  said  sum  of  £12000,  in  the  months  and  at  the  terms  after- 
"  mentioned,  viz.  the  sum  of  £1500  upon  the  said  21st  day 
"  of  June  next,  to  the  end  that  he  may  apply  the  same  for 
*'  retiring  the  bill  first  above  narrated.  Item,  the  sum  of 
''  £1500*  upon  the  said  21  st  September  next,  to  the  end 
"  that  he  may  apply  the  same  for  retiring  the  second  bill 
"  above  narrated."  And  so  on,  thus  enumerating  the  whole 
biUs. 

The  bankrupts,  by  the  said  heritable  bond,  having  bound 
themselves  to  infeft  and  seize  Mr.  Pulteney  in  the  estate  of 
Cluny  in  security  and  payment;  ho  was  infeft,  and  the  infeft- 

ment  duly  recorded.  j^^  20, 1770. 

The  repondent  likewise  produced  in  the  ranking  an  adjudi- 
cation for  payment  and  relief  of  certain  other  debts  in  which 
he  stood  concerned  with  Messrs.  Alexander,  one  of  these  a 
debt  of  £3009,  due  to  the  Royal  Bank  of  Scotland,  for  which 
the  respondent  had  become  bound  as  security  in  1772. 

The  appellants  had  an  heritable  security  granted  to  them 
over  the  estates  of  Cluny,  for  a  debt  due  to  them,  of  date 
subsequent  to  the  above  bond,  granted  to  Mr.  Pulteney,  and 
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1787.       were  thus  interested  inaeeing  that  no  more  was  ranked  for 
'    on  that  estate  than  wa«  due  on  the  respondent's  bond. 

The  claim  lodged  forthe  respondent  claimed  the  balance 
due  on  the  heritable  bond  debt,  amounting  to  £6000,  all  the 
other  bills  under  the  heritable  bond  having  been  paid. 

To  these  claims,  so  far  as  the  respondent's  heritable  bond 
was  concerned,  the  appellants  and  other  creditors  objected, 
stating,  that  the  bond  had  been  grantedfor  the  respondent's 
relief  of  five  acceptances,  therein  particularly  mentioned,  so 
in  a  settlement  of  accounts,  which  took  place  between  him 
and  Mepsrs.  Alexander,  in  April  1775,  it  was  admitted,  that 
these  five  acceptances  had  been  retired  by  Messrs.  Alexan- 
der, and  three  of  them-,  including  the  one  for  £6000,|^ad 
been  delivered  up  by  the  respondent  for  cancellation.  And, 
therefore,  that  the  heritable  security  was  extinguished,  the 
debt  being  paid.  The  respondent  answered.  That  although 
the  five  bills  were  nominally  retired  by  Messrs.  Alexander, 
yet  they  had  been  truly  and  substantially  paid  by  his,  the 
respondent's  money,  or  by  his  granting  new  acceptances, 
which  came  in  the  place  of  the  o;riginaI  ones ;  and,  in  par- 
ticular, he  endeavoured  to  show,  from  written  evidence  pro- 
duced, that  this  was  the  case  with  respect  to  the  acceptance 
of  £6000. 
Julj  18, 1780.  The  Lprd  Ordinary  found  sufiicient  evidence  that  the  bill 
for  £6000  sterling,  was  afterwards  retired  and  paid  by  Mr. 
Fulteney,  and  therefore  found  that  the  bond  and  infeftment 
are  still  in  his  person  a  subsisting  security  for  relief  and  re- 
payment of  the  contents  of  the  said  bill,  at  least,  to  the  extent 
of  the  balance  truly  due,  by  Mr.  Alexander  to  him,  upon  a 
fair  accounting.  This  case  was  appealed  to  your  Lordiships, 
but  affirmed. 

The  respondent  then  urged  that  his  adjudication  debt  for 
£3009  was  also  entitled  to  be  included  under  the  heritable 
bond,  so  as  to  give  it  a  preference  over  sums  due  to  other 
creditors. 

To  this  it  was  objected,  that  although  the  respondent 
might  have  a  good  claim  to  be  relieved  of  the  £3009,  for 
which  he  stood  bound,  yet,  as  this  claim  had  no  connection 
with  his  heritable  security,  and  did  not  exist  till  some  years 
after  the  date  of  that  security,  he  could  only  bo  ranked 
thereon  as  a  common  personal  creditor. 

Jul  14  1783      '^^^  ^^^^  Ordinary,   of  this   date,  found,  "  That  Mr. 

"  y    '   *    •  "  Pulteney  is  entitled  to  be  ranked  for  payment  of  the  sums 

<'  due  by  Messrs.  Alexander  to  the  iloyal  Bank,  for  so  far  as 

**  he  has  paid  the  same,  and  for  relief  thereof,  so  far  as  still 
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*'  onpaid,  and  shall  not  be  drawn  by  the  Royal  Bank  as  ere-       1787. 
"  ditors,  prodacing  an  interest  in  this  ranking,  and  finds, 
"  that  the  heritable  bond  will  extend  to  his  claim,  for  pay-    ^^qland 
"  ment  and  relief  of  this  engagement  to  the  Royal  Bank  ;  v. 

"  and  that  to  the  extent  of  the  £6000  already  sustained  by  p^LTESicr. 
"  the  Court,  and  interest,  without  prejudice  to  Mr.  Pulteney, 
"  to  show  that  the  bills  for  the  remaining  £6000  contained 
"  in  the  heritable  bond  were  retired  by  him  or  his  effects." 

In  a  representation,  it  was  stated,  that  in  the  debt  to  the 
bank,  a  Mr.  Aitchison  was  interested  as  a  co-obligant,  and 
the  question  was  urged,  how  far  the  respondent  was  not,  at 
least,  bound  to  grant  an  assignation  to  the  postponed  creditors. 
The  Lord  Ordinary,  (4th  Dec.  1784),  "  In  respect  Mr. 
**  Pulteney  is  claiming  to  be  ranked  on  the  funds  of  the 
^*  principal  debtor,  finds,  that  he  is  not  obliged  to  grant  any 
*^  conveyance  to  the  creditors  at  drawing  his  payment." 

In  a  reclaiming  petition,  it  was  contended,  that  Mr. 
Pulteney  could  not  apply  the  sums  paid  him  towards  special 
debts,  namely,  the  bills,  so  as  to  make  the  heritable  bond 
available  for  more  than  was  due  by  it,  but  was  bound  to 
apply  those  payments  to  the  special  debts  for  which  they 
were  paid.  The  respondent  answered.  That  he  was  entitled 
to  apply  any  money  ho  had  received  from  Messrs.  Alexander, 
in  the  coarse  of  their  various  transactions,  to  that  debt 
which  wag  least  secured  ;  and  to  keep  up  his  heritable  se- 
curity to  the  amount  of  the  balance  dne  to  him.  That  this 
had  been  settled  by  the  former  judgment ;  and,  finally.  That 
he  was  not  bound  to  grant  any  assignation  to  the  appellants 
for  whatever  sum  may  be  recovered  on  that  bank  debt,  out 
of  his  co-obligant's  estate,  who  was  only  a  co-cautioner  and 
surety. 

The  Lords  adhered  to  the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordi-  ^I*r.  4, 1785. 

nary  reclaimed  against. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants, — The  debt  due  to  the  Royal 

Bank  of  Scotland,  originally  constituted  by  a  bond  for  £5000, 

by  Messrs.  Alexander  and  John  Aitchison,  and  for  which,  the 

respondent  and  Alexander  John  Alexander  of  Grenada,  gave 

a  corroborative  security  in  July  1772,  has  no  connection 

whatever  with  the  bills,  for  relief  whereof  the  heritable 

bond  was  given.     It  was  not  even  brought  to  the  credit  of 

the  respondent,  in  the  account  fitted  between  them  in  April 

1775,  he  cannot  therefore  extend  his  heritable  bond,  so  as 

to  make  it  cover  that  debt,  but  must  rank  for  it  as  a  personal 

credit  or^ 

Supposing  the  respondent  entitled  to  hold  the  debt  in 
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question,  as  covered  by  the  heritable  secarity,  he  ought  to  be 
ordained  to  assign  his  claim  against  Mr.  Aitchison's  repre- 
sentatives, who  are  quite  able  to  pay,  and  ready  to  meet  the 
demand,  so  as  the  other  creditors  may  derive  the  benefit  of 
this  claim. 

The  respondent  founds  on  the  rule  of  law,  that  every 
creditor  is  entitled  to  apply  indefinite  payments  in  extinction 
or  relief  of  the  debt  least  secured.  But,  admitting  the  rule 
of  law,  still  it  will  not  avail  him  in  the  present  question,  be- 
cause, in  cases  of  bankruptcy,  matters  must  be  taken  as  they 
stood  at  the  time  of  the  bankruptcy  ;  and,  in  this  case^  it 
will  be  admitted  by  the  respondent,  that  at  that  time  he  had 
not  made  any  payment  to  the  Royal  Bank,  on  account  of  this 
debt  of  the  Alexanders.  He  was  indeed  bound  for  the 
debt,  but  he  could  not  become  creditor  to  Messrs.  Alexander, 
until  he  was  compelled  to  pay  it.  The  debt,  therefore,  did 
not  exist  at  the  time  when  the  supposed  indefinite  payments 
were  made  by  Messrs.  Alexander  to  the  respondent,  and,  of 
course,  these  payments  could  not  be  applied  to  that  debt. 
Because  the  payments  to  the  respondent  were  all  made  prior 
to  the  account  fitted  in  April  1775,  and  must,  therefore  be 
applied  to  the  debts  stated  as  due  to  the  respondent  on 
that  account.  By  that  account  there  is  a  balance  struck  of 
£4012.  lis.  7d.  due  to  the  respondent,  which,  by  a  subse- 
quent account,  likewise  fitted  and  signed,  but  bearing  no 
date,  is  extended  to  £5425.  2s.  6^d.,  subject,  however,  to 
contingent  deductions.  These  accounts  conclusively  show, 
that  the  payments  cannot  and  were  not  taken  and  deemed 
as  indefinite  payments. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent — 1.  Whether  the  respondent 
shall  be  entitled  to  include  in  his  account  the  debt  due  to 
the  bank,  the  whole  of  which  is  now  paid,  is  already  deter- 
mined by  your  Lordships,  by  the  afiSrmance  on  appeal,  of 
the  interlocutor  first  above  mentioned  (18  July  1780).  It  is 
evident  that  where  the  question  was,  Whether  the  heritable 
bond  should  stand  as  a  security  to  the  respondent  for  the 
balance  of  his  account,  it  was  open  to  the  appellants  to  have 
argued,  as  they  do  now.  They  might  have  objected  indivi- 
dually to  the  articles  of  which  the  debit  side  of  that  account 
was  composed.  They  might  have  said  this  article  was  pos- 
terior to  the  heritable  bond — was  not  in  the  view  of  the  parties 
at  the  execution  of  it — had  no  connection  with  it — and  if  it 
was  open  to  them  at  that  time  so  to  argue,  it  cannot  be  open  to 
them  now.  In  fact,  they  did  so  argue  it  in  that  way  as  the 
pleadings  in  the  former  case  show.    In  his  answers  to  the  ob- 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.  97 

jections  given  in  he  says,  p.  24,  "  The  next  article  is  the  debt  for  1787. 
"  £3009. 3fl.  Id.  which  Mr.  Pultency  is  bound  to  pay  to  the  ■ 
"  Royal  Bank,  and  it  is  said,  as  the  bank  has  claimed  for  this  ^^"^  ^' 
"  debt  and  will  be  ranked  for  it,  Mr.  Pulteney,  the  cautioner  ■''*'^^'"* 
"  ought  not  also  to  be  ranked.  In  answer  to  this,  he  admits  p^I'Temkt. 
"  that  the  debt  cannot  be  ranked  so  as  to  draw  twice  in  the 
"  ranking,  but  as  he  is  liable  to  the  bank,  be  apprehends  he 
'*  is  dearly  entitled  to  be  relieved,  and  must  be  ranked  ac- 
'*  cordingly ;  and  so  far  as  he  is  obliged  to  pay  he  will  be 
'*  entitled  to  compensate  what  is  due  to  him  with  part  of 
'*  the  sum  advanced  for  him  by  Messrs.  Alexander,  without 
"  encroaching  upon  his  heritable  security.  The  creditors 
"  say  that  this  is  in  effect  stretching  his  heritable  security  so 
'*  as  to  cover  the  bank  debt.  But  with  submission  it  is  a 
"  mistake  to  view  the  matter  in  that  light ;  for  he  is  only 
"  using  the  privilege  which  by  law  is  competent  to  every 
"  creditor  in  the  like  circumstances,  of  applying  any  indefi- 
*'  nite  payment  made  in  extinction  or  relief  of  the  debt  least 
"  secured."  Thus  showing  that  the  point  was  actually  in 
issue  in  the  former  suit,  which  ended  by  the  judgment  of 
your  Lordships.  It  therefore  follows,  that  if  the  appellants 
are  at  liberty  to  object  to  the  articles  on  the  debit  side  of 
the  account,  on  the  single  ground,  that  they  are  not  the  bills 
mentioned  in  the  heritable  bond,  and  have  no  connection 
with  them,  then  your  Lordships'  affirmance  of  the  interlocu- 
tor of  14th  July  1780  in  the  former  appeal,  may  be  in  sub- 
stance reversed.  For  if  every  article  except  that  bill  be 
struck  out,  and  the  indefinite  payments  thereby  necessarily 
applied  to  that  bill,  then  the  heritable  bond  will  stand  as  a 
security  for  the  balance  on  that  bill  only,  and  not  for  the  ba- 
lance truly  due  on  a  fair  stating  of  the^accounts,  which  would 
be  a  plain  subversion  of  the  interlocutor  affirmed  by  your 
Lordships. 

Upon  the  second  question,  Whether  the  respondent  be 
bound  to  assign  his  right  of  indemnity  against  the  repre- 
sentatives of  Mr.  Aitchison,  it  is  unnecessary  to  argue  much? 
It  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  Mr.  Aitchison  was  a  mere  cau- 
tioner with  himself  in  the  debt  due  to  the  lioyal  Bank  only, 
but  in  no  manner  connected  with  the  other  course  of  tran- 
sactions had  with  Messrs.  Alexander,  for  which  they  granted 
him  the  heritable  bond.  Had  Mr.  Aitchison  paid  the  whole 
debt  due  to  the  respondent,  the  creditor,  perhaps  it  would 
have  been  equitable  that  he  should  assign  him  all  the  secu- 
rities against  the  estate  of  Mr.  Alexander,  the  principal 
debtor,  but  there  is  no  equity  which  will  give  to  Mr.  Alex- 
ander, or  to  his  general  creditors,  the  benefit  of  the  respon- 

VOL.  111.  H 
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1788.      dent's  right  of  indemnity  against  the  surety  of  the  principal 

debtor. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Declared  that  the  appellants  not  having  pursued  the  ap- 
peal against  the  interlocutors  of  18th  July  1780  on  the 
19th  June  1782,  the  day  appointed  for  hearing  the  said 
appeal,  and  the  said  interlocutor  having  been  thereupon 
afBrmed,  and  thereby  become  absolute  and  final,  the 
appellants  are  precluded  from  the  ground  of  objection 
now  insisted  on  by  them.  And  it  is  therefore  ordered 
and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant?,  A.  Pigott,  Alex.  Wight. 

For  Respondent,  Ilay  Campbell,  Wm.  Alexander. 


Appellants; 


[Mor.  4525.] 

Rebbcga  Delvallb,  Francis  Roper  Head, 
Esq.  and  Others,  Creditors  of  the  Gover- 
nor and  Company  for  Raising  the  Thames 
Water  in  York  Buildings, 

The   Governor   &   Company   of   Under-  ^ 
takers  for  Raising  the  Thames  Water  in  ^  Respondents. 
York  Buildings,    -  -  -  3 

House  of  Lords,  12th  March  1788. 

Prescription — ^ForeiolV. — Circumstances  in  which  held,  that  cer- 
tain bonds  due  to  creditors  m  England,  by  an  English  Companj, 
ranked  on  an  estate  in  Scotland  belonging  to  thai  Company,  had 
incurred  the  negative  prescription  of '  forty  years.  Reversed  in 
House  of  Lords. 

The  appellants,  creditors  of  the  York  Buildings  Company, 
were  those  class  of  creditors  called  the  annuity  creditors, 
the  company  having  been  empowered  by  act  of  Parliament 
to  raiso  money  on  their  estates  by  granting  bonds  of  an- 
nuity. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  one  of  the  bonds : — 

"  13.  No.  77.  £100. 

"  The  Governor  and  Company  of  Undertakers  for  raising 
"  the  Thames  Water  in  York  Buildings  do  hereby  oblige 
**  themselves  and  their  successors  to  pay  unto  Mr.  Thomas 
"  Yorbuny,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  £100, 
*<  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  £4  per  cent,  per  an.,  on  the 
*♦  12  day  of  April  1732 ;    for  true  payment  whereof  they 
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'<  bind  themselves  and  their  successors  in  the  penal  sum  of      1788. 
«  £200.    London,  12  Dec.  1724. 


«  By  order  of  the  Court  of  Assistants,  "*^&c."''' 

(Signed)        Humphrey  Bishop,  Cashier."  v! 

In  the  long  course  of  procedure  and  litigation  which  at-  Tf<«*  build- 
tended  the  winding  up  of  the  company,  the  bond  in  ques-  p^^y.  * 
tion  had  incurred  the  negative  prescription  ;  and  the  com- 
pany finding  that  there  would  be  a  surplus  left  to  divide 
among  the  partners  of  the  company  after  satisfying  all  just 
claims,  objected  to  the  appellants'  bonds.  1.  That  they 
were.cut  off  by  the  negative  prescription  of  the  law  of  Eng- 
land, no  step  having  been  taken  by  the  creditors  on  such 
bonds  within  twenty  years.  2.  That  such  of  the  creditors 
as  had  used  no  steps  of  diligence  against  the  company  or 
their  estates  in  Scotland,  for  the  space  of  forty  years,  were 
now  excluded  by  the  negative  prescription  of  the  law  of 
Scotland.  3.  That  the  creditors  holding  these  bonds,  which 
were  conceived  in  the  English  form,  could  not  attach  the 
property  of  their  debtors  for  more  than  the  penal  sum, 
whatever  amount  of  interest  might  be  due  on  them. 

It  was  answered,  that  by  various  proceedings  had  in  re- 
gard to  the  company  before  its  bankruptcy,  these  bonds  had 
been  recognised  as  subsisting  debts,  and  that  this  had  been 
done  long  within  the  twenty  years  prescription  of  the  law  of 
England,  assuming  the  lex  contractus  and  the  law  of  the 
domicile  of  the  company  to  prevail. 

Upon  the  report  of  Lord  Monboddo,  tho  Lords  found  as 
follows: — "  Bepel  the  objections  stated  to  the  bonds  claim-  Feb.  6, 1785, 
"  ed  in  the  ranking,  arising  from  the  taciturnity  of  twenty 
"  years,  in  respect,  from  the  special  circumstances  of  the 
"  case,  there  is  no  room  for  the  presumption  of  the  said 
"  bonds  having  been  paid  by  the  said  company :  sustain  the 
*'  second  objection,  to  such  of  the  said  bonds  as  have  lain 
"  over  for  forty  years  without  any  diligence  done,  or  action 
"  raised  thereon :  that  the  same  are  not  entitled  to  a  place 
in  this  ranking,  in  respect  that  they  are  cut  off  by  the  ne- 
gative prescription  of  the  law  of  Scotland,"  &c.  On  re- 
claiming petition  against  the  finding  as  to  the  negative  pre- 
scription of  the  law  of  Scotland  the  Court  adhered.  The 
Court  afterwards  pronounced  two  interlocutors  on  points  of 
form,  of  these  dates.  {^^^  ^]']lll' 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  creditors  brought  the  pre-  Mar.  8, 1787. 
sent  appeal 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants, — 1.  The  books  of  the  York 
Buildings  Company,  and  the  proceedings  in  the  House  of 
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1788.  Commons  and  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  afford  the  moat 
■    complete  conviction  that  the  bonds  on  which  the  appellants 

DBLVALLB,   claim  to  be  ranked  are  still  due  and  owing,  and  that  pay* 

^^'         ment  of  no  part  has  been  received.    2.  The  objection,  be- 

TOBK  BUILD,  sidcs,  wiU  appear  most  unfavourable,  when  it  is  considered 

IN08  COM-  that,  till  the  sale  of  the  remainder  of  the  company's  estates 
was  n^ade,  under  the  authority  of  the  act  17  of  His  Majes- 
ty, the  appellants,  who,  or  their  predecessors,  had,  through 
absence,  minority,  or  other  such  causes,  neglected  to  enter 
their  claims,  had  no  prospect  of  receiving  payment  of  their 
debts.  Till  then,  it  was  generally  supposed  that  the  com- 
pany's estates  in  Scotland  would  be  exhausted  by  the  claims 
of  real  creditors.  In  England  the  company  was  possessed 
of  no  estate  whatever,  and  insuperable  bars  lay  in  the  way 
of  bringing  a  suit,  so  as  to  obtain  judgment  against  them. 
3.  Although  the  negative  prescription  of  the  law  of  Scot- 
land may,  with  great  propriety,  be  resorted  to  to  cut  down 
bonds  or  contracts  entered  into  in  Scotland,  it  cannot  in 
justice  be  applied  to  the  bonds  now  in  question.  The  pro- 
per forum  of  the  York  Buildings  Company  was  and  is  in 
England,  the  residence  of  the  company,  and  the  seat  of  their 
trade  being  there.  They  were  created  into  a  corporation^ 
first  by  an  English  patent,  and  afterwards  by  an  English 
statute ;  their  general  court  was  always  held  in  London,  and 
no  where  else.  The  great  bulk  of  the  partners  were  Eng- 
lishmen, and  the  proceedings  in  the  winding  up  show  that 
their  affairs  have  been  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  subject  to 
the  orders  of  that  court.  In  short,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses, they  are  an  English  company.  The  bonds  in  ques- 
tion were  issued  by  the  company  in  the  English  form ;  they 
bear  date  in  London.  They  are  not  conceived  in  a  form 
which  could  have  been  sustained  by  the  common  law  of 
Scotland,  had  they  been  issued  there.  The  appellants  also 
are  Englishmen,  and  have  their  residence  in  England.  And 
although,  in  order  to  recover  payment  of  their  just  debts  out 
of  their  debtor's  estate  in  Scotland,  it  behoves  them  to  re- 
sort to  the  courts  of  law  in  Scotland,  the  municipal  laws  of 
that  country  cannot  be  set  up  as  a  bar  to  their  suing  upon 
obligations  which  are  still  good  grounds  of  debt  in  England, 
There  is  no  statute  of  limitation  in  England  similar  to  the 
negative  prescription  in  Scotland  in  the  case  of  bonds;  and 
in  regard  to  the  twenty  years  prescription,  it  is  clear  that  it 
does  not  apply  to  the  case — no  presumption  of  payment  be- 
ing possible  in  the  circumstances  of  the  procedure  had  in 
this  case,  where  these  bonds  were  acknowledged  as  still  doe. 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND,  101 

And  it  18  no  answer  to  say,  that  although  the  appellants'        1788. 

bonds  may  still  be  good  in  England,  yet  the  judges  in  Scot-    

land  ought  not  to  sustain  action  upon  them  in  opposition  to  ''«'"'oo*» 
their  own  law,  which  holds  the  debt  extinguished  in  forty  wbetefoord. 
years,  because  it  would  be  wrong  to  apply  the  statutes  re^ 
lative  to  the  negative  prescription  in  Scotland  to  foreign 
transactions  or  contracts,  executed  in  a  foreign  country,  and 
where  both  debtor  and  creditor  have  their  domicile.  These 
statutes  can  have  no  authority  extra  territorium. 

Counsel  having  been  called  to  be  heard  in  this  cause;  and 
no  counsel  appearing  for  the  respondents,  the  appellants' 
counsel  were  heard  to  state  and  argue  the  case  (as  above), 
and  being  withdrawn,  it  was 

Ordered  that  the  interlocutors  complained  of  be  reversed, 
in  so  far  as  they  sustain  the  objections  to  the  bonds 
claimed  by  the  appellants,  that  the  same  are  not  entitl- 
ed to  a  place  in  the  ranking,  in  respect  they  are  cut  off 
by  the  negative  prescription  of  the  law  of  Scotland. 

N.  B. — No  Respondents'  case  delivered. 

For  Appellants,  Hay  Campbell,  John  Scott,  Alex,  Wight. 


Miss  Jane   WHitEFOORD,  only  surviving  ^ 

Child  of  the  deceased  Bryce  Whitefoord,  }     ^^  ' 

James  Whitefoord,  Esq.         -  -  Respondent 

House  of  Lords,  15th  March  1788. 

Succession — Fiar — Infbftment — Dispensation  Clause — Pre- 
scription.— A  father  conveyed  his  estates  to  his  heir  male,  whom 
failing  to  his  eldest  daughter.  The  heir  male,  after  the  death  of 
the  father,  succeeded,  hat  died  without  issue ;  having,  previous  to 
his  death,  conveyed  the  estates  to  a  remote  relation  of  the  same 
name :  Held,  that  as  fiar,  he  was  entitled  so  to  convey  the  estates, 
notwithstanding  the  destination  over  in  favour  of  the  daughter. 
Objection  to  sasine,  that  the  dispensation  clause,  granted  hy  the 
Crown,  making  infeftment  on  one  part  of  the  lands  good  for  the 
whole  was  inept,  these  lands  heing  held  of  difierent  superiors. 
Objection  repelled,  prescription  having  run  upon  the  title.  Af- 
firmed in  the  House  of  Lords,  without  prejudice  to  any  challenge 
appearing  on  the  face  of  the  sasine  of  the  lands  of  Kirkbryde ;  said 
reservation  being  of  consent  of  parties. 

Bryce  Whitefoord,  then  in  possession  of  the  lands  of  Dun- 
datff  Cloncaird,  and  others  holding  of  the  prince ;  and  the 
lands  of  Kirkland  of  Maybole,  called  Kirkbryde,  holden  of 
the  crown,  obtained  a  charter  erecting  the  whole  into  a  ba- 
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1788.      rony,  fco  be  called  the  barony  of  Whitefoord,  whereof  the 
manor  place  otCloncaird,  thereafter  called  the  mansion  house 


^THiTBFooBD  gf  Whitcfoord,  was  declared  to  be  the  principal  messuage; 
wHZTEFooRD.  and  the  charter  contained  a  clause  declaring  that  one  sasine 
to  be  taken  on  any  part  of  the  said  lands  was  to  be  sufficient 
for  all  the  lands  contained  in  the  charter,  whether  holding 
of  the  crown  or  prince,  and  infeftment  followed  on  this 
charter  in  that  form. 

Bryce  Whitefoord  thereafter  married,  and  entered  into  a 
postnuptial  contract  of  marriage  with  his  wife,  by  which  he 
disponed  the  whole  lands  then  belonging  to  him,  or  that 
might  afterwards  accrue,  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  marriage ; 
whom  failing,  to  the  heirs  male  of  any  other  marriage;  whom 
failing,  to  such  other  person  as  he  might  afterwards  name 
in  a  writing :  which  writing  he  executed  two  days  afterwards 
by  a  deed  of  nomination  bearing  reference  to  that  deed,  and 
disponing  these  estates,  failing  heirs  mah^  to  his  eldest 
daughter,  the  appellant. 

On  the  death  of  her  father,  the  appellant's  brother,  James 
Whitefoord  succeeded,  but  died  some  years  after  succeeding, 
without  issue.  Before  his  death,  he  conveyed  the  whole 
lands  and  estate  to  the  respondent,  who  was  distantly  relat- 
ed, and  totally  disinherited  the  appellant,  without  any  appa- 
rent cause. 

Conceiving  that  she  had  a  right  to  succeed  to  her  father's 
estates,  in  virtue  of  the  postnuptial  contract  and  deed  of  no- 
mination on  failure  of  heirs  male,  she  brought  a  reduction, 
in  which  two  points  were  made : — 1.  That  he  had  no  power 
gratuitously  to  alter  the  order  of  succession  so  settled  by 
her  father's  deeds ;  and,  2.  That  his  sasine  in  the  lands  of 
Eirkland  of  Maybole  or  Eirkbryde,  holden  of  the  king,  with 
infeftments  taken  at  the  manor  place  of  Whitefoord,  formerly 
called  Cloncaird,  which  latter  lands  were  held  of  a  different 
superior  (the  prince)  was  null,  because  the  crown  could  iiot 
give  a  dispensation  for  taking  an  infeftment  upon  lands  be- 
longing to  a  different  superior,  but  only  as  to  lands  held 
under  the  crown.  In  defence,  it  was  stated  that  the  appel- 
lant was  only  to  succeed  *^  in  case  I  should  have  no  heirs 
"  male  procreated  of  my  body  of  this  present  marriage ;" 
but  as  that  event  never  happened,  and  as  there  were  heirs 
male  of  the  marriage  who  succeeded^  the  appellant'^s  claim 
was  untenable.  Besides,  having  made  up  titles,  not  on  the 
contract,  but  otherwise,  as  nearest  and  lawful  heir  to  his 
father,  and  possessed  for  40  years,  she  is  barred  by  prescrip- 
tion. 
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The  Lord  Ordinary  sustained  the  defences,  "  repels  the       ^^^' 
''reasons  of  reduction,  assoilzies  and  decerns."    And,  on       ,^.,,^„^ 
reclaiming  petition,  the  Court  adhered.  v. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought  ^^^^y^m.' 
to  the  House  of  Lords.  juae  23,1786. 

Pkaded  for  the  Appellant.— 1.  The  plea  of  prescription 
does  not  applj,  because  the  deeds  under  which  the  appel* 
lant  rests  her  claim  were  never  registered,  but  kept  con- 
cealed in  the  private  repositories  of  the  brother,  so  that  the 
act  1617  does  not  apply,  because  neither  acquiescence  nor 
negligence,  which  is  the  principle  of  that  act,  could  be  pre- 
sumed against  her.    At  all  events,  it  can  only  apply  to  the 
barony  of  DunduiF.    2.  The  contract  of  marriage  and  deed 
of  nomination,  which  followed  two  days  thereafter,  must  be 
read  as  partes  ejusdem  negotii^  executed  by  the  same  parties, 
and  constituting  one  settlement,  by  which  it  was  manifest 
that  after  the  existence  and  subsequent  failure  of  heirs  male 
of  the  marriage  of  her  father's  body,  the  appellant,  his  eldest 
daughter,  was  to  succeed.    This  his  intention  was  evidenced 
by  reserving  a  faculty  in  the  postnuptial  contract  to  name 
other  heirs,  failing  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  and  by  his 
exercising  this  reserved  faculty  in  the  execution  of  the  deed 
of  nomination,  disponing  his  estate  to  the  appellant.     This 
intention  being  thus  apparent,  the  deed  ought  to  receive  a 
construction  favourable  to  the  appellant  from  parental  affec- 
tion, and  especially  in  doubtful  words,  the  rule  **  semper  in 
dubiis  benigniora  praeferenda  sunt,"  ought  to  hold.    And  no 
prescription  applies  to  bar  the  present  challenge,  especially  in 
reference  to  the  lands  of  Kirkbryde.    At  all  events,  it  is  clear 
that  her  brother's  deed,  disinheriting  her,  could  not  make  an 
effectual  conveyance  unless  he  had  first  vested  in  him  a  feudal 
right  to  these  lands.    He  had  not  such  complete  feudal 
right  as  to  the  lands  of  Kirkbryde  holden  of  the  crown,  no 
sasine  having  been  taken  on  these  lands,  but  only  at  the 
manor  place  of  Cloncaird,  which  are  lands  held  of  a  differ- 
ent superior,  and  therefore  she  had  a  right  to  succeed  to 
these.    Nor  is  it  an  answer  to  this  to  say,  that  the  dispensa- 
tion in  the  crown  charter  1702,  whereby  it  is  declared  that 
the  infeftment  taken  upon  any  part  of  the  lands  should  be 
sufficient  for  the  whole,  because  the  crown,  although  entit- 
led to  make  such  a  dispensing  power  as  to  lands  held  of  the 
king  as  superior,  yet  was  not  entitled  to  do  so  as  to  lands 
held  not  of  him  but  of  another. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent, — 1.  In  the  deeds  on  which 
the  appellant  founds,  there  is  nothing  but  a  simple  destina- 
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1788.       tion  over  failing  heirs  male,  without  any  prohibition  against 
'  alienation  or  altering  the  order  of  succession.     And  even  if 

wHiTEFooRD^jjg  appolknt's  construction  of  that  destination  wereperfect- 
wHiTEFo^BD.ly  ttudoubted,  still  it  would  stand  equally  clear  in  law,  that 
a  contract  disponing  to  the  heirs  male  of  the  marriage,  with 
substitutions  over  calling  the  heirs  female,  on  failure  of  the 
heirs  male,  the  heir  who  first  takes  is  unlimited  Jiar;  and 
the  substitutes  have  merely  a  hope  of  succession.  Under 
such  a  destination,  the  restraint  only  lies  on  the  father.  If 
it  is  wished  to  be  carried  further,  it  must  contain  express 
prohibitions  against  alienation  and  altering.  Besides,  the 
destination  to  her  was  only  conditional,  *'  in  case  of  failing 
*'  of  heirs  male  procreate  of  my  body  of  the  present  mar- 
^*  riage."  But  as  there  was  an  heir  male  who  succeeded  and 
possessed  for  60  years,  the  right  was  in  him  as  an  absolute 
fee,  with  no  obligation  to  prevent  him  executing  a  deed  such 
as  would  effectually  disappoint  the  substitutes  so  named  by 
his  father,  which  right  has  been  fortified  therefore  by  pre- 
scription. 2.  In  regard  to  the  lands  of  Eirkbryde,  the  ob- 
jection is  extremely  frivolous.  No  doubt  seisin,  according 
to  feudal  principles,  mast  be  taken  by  symbolical  delivery 
upon  every  discontiguous  tenement.  But  here  the  lands 
were  united  into  a  barony,  with  at  dispensing  clause  declar- 
ing that  sasine  taken  on  any  part  would  be  sufficient  for  the 
whole  ;  and  it  is  no  answer  to  this  to  say,  that  the  crown  had 
no  right  to  confer  a  dispensing  power  as  to  lands  over  which 
it  held  no  right  of  superiority,  as  for  example,  as  to  lands  held 
of  a  subject  superior,  or  of  the  prince,  because  the  king  is 
head  superior  of  all  lands  in  Scotland,  and  to  grant  such 
rights  of  dispensation  is  a  part  of  the  prerogative  of  the 
crown  which  he  does  as  to  bishops  lands,  and  is  equally  com- 
petent to  do  as  to  principality  lands.  The  infeftment  as  taken, 
therefore,  was  perfectly  regular,  and  in  conformity  with  the 

charter. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutor  be  affinnedi 

without  prejudice  to  any  challenge  arising  on  the  face 

of  the  instrument  of  sasine  of  the  lands  of  Eirkbryde  of 

the  13th  May  1726,  the  said  reservation  being  made 

with  consent  of  the  respondent. 

For  the  Appellant,  John  Scotty  Jos,  BoswelL 

For  the  Respondent,  Hay  Campbell^  Geo.  Ferguson. 

Note. — Unreported  in  Court  of  Session. 
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David  Donald  of  Conbeath,                 -            Appellant ;  1788. 

Aknb  Kirkaldy,  Widow  of  Jambs  Donald.)    „         ^    .  77" 

V  Respondent.  donald 

Di'uggist  in  Edinburgh,  deceased,             )  «. 


KIBKALDT. 


House  of  Lords,  8th  April  1788. 

Proving  thb  Tenor — Special  Casus  Amissionis,  when  nbcbssary. 
— Antenuptial  Contract  of  Marriaqb. — Whether  the  parties 
can  agree  to  retire  and  discharge  it  after  marriage  ? 

The  respondent's  husband  died  without  issue,  possessed 
of  heritable  estates  worth  £2000,  and  moveable  estate  a- 
mounting  to  £5000,  to  which  the  appellant,  her  husband's 
brother,  succeeded,  as  heir  and  next  of  kin  to  him,  subject 
to  whatever  provisions,  legal  or  conventional,  she  might  be 
entitled  to.  By  law  she  was  entitled  to  the  liferent  of  one- 
third  of  the  heritable  estate  as  her  terce,  and  to  one- 
third  of  the  moveable  estate  as  jus  relictce.  But  the  appel- 
lant alleged,  and  the  respondent  admitted,  that  an  antenup- 
tial contract  had  been  executed  between  the  parties,  settling 
a  jointure  on  her  of  £50  per  annum;  and  although  it  had 
now  disappeared  from  the  deceased's  repositories,  and  was 
lost,  there  were  strong  grounds  that  it  was  either  concealed 
by  the  respondent,  or  destroyed  by  her.  He  first  raised  an 
exhibition  against  her,  to  recover  the  deed,  and  failing  in 
this,  he  raised  an  action  of  proving  the  tenor,  in  which  a 
proof  being  allowed,  and  the  respondent  examined,  she  ad- 
mitted the  execution  of  the  deed,  and  that  it  lay  in  his  re- 
positories,— and  that  she  had  seen  it  last  about  eighteen 
months  previous  to  her  husband's  death.  In  point  of  fact, 
the  respondent  deponed  that  the  deceased,  together  with 
her  father,  who  held  her  copy  of  the  contract,  mutually  a- 
greed,  sometime  before  his  death,  to  cancel  and  destroy 
both  copies  of  the  contract,  which  was  done  accordingly, 
that  she,  as  his  widow,  might  enjoy  her  legal  rights.  In 
point  of  law,  therefore,  it  was  pleaded,  1.  That  it  was  in- 
cumbent on  the  appellant  to  prove  that  the  writing  was  of  a 
certain  tenor.  2.  To  make  out  a  special  census  amissionis, 
such  as  accidental  fire,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  the 
writing  was  not  legally  cancelled. 

The  Court  assoilzied  the  defender  (respondent),  after  July  24, 1787. 
considering  the  proof,  and  memorials  thereon,  and  refused^ 
a  reclaiming  petition.  *  """^ 
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1788.  Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 

■  Pleaded  for  the  Appellant, — A  contract  of  marriage  is 

DONALD  not  a  retireable  instrument  in  the  sense  of  law,  but  one  of  a 
KiBKCALDT.  ponuanent  nature,  the  obligations  arising  from  which  cannot 
be  cancelled  or  injured,  after  marriage  has  followed  on  the 
faith  of  it,  even  by  the  mutual  consent  of  the  arbritating 
parties  thereto ;  because  the  moment  marriage  follows,  other 
interests  arise  and  are  settled  than  those  of  the  contracting 
indiriduals.  It  is  said,  that  the  cancelling  the  contract  was 
just  a  mode  resorted  to  in  effect  to  enlarge  the  provisions 
thereby  stipulated  ;  but  this  is  a  very  unusual  mode,  and  a 
mode  not  recognized  by  law.  Assuming,  therefore,  that  an 
antenuptial  contract  of  marriage  is  not  a  retireable  instru- 
ment, it  follows,  when  lost,  its  tenor  may  be  proved  without 
any  special  casus  amissionis ;  and  the  onus  lies  on  the 
defender  to  show  that  the  contract  was  lawfully  dis- 
charged or  cancelled.  The  evidence  adduced  to  show  that 
her  husband,  along  with  her  father,  had  actually  destroyed 
the  contract  during  Mr.  Donald's  life,  is  very  far  from  being 
sufficient  or  satisfactory.  It  is  attended  with  circumstances 
which  render  the  evidence  suspicioiiis,  and  mainly  rests  on 
the  testimony  of  near  relations. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents, — The  office  and  object  of  a 
proving  of  the  tenor,  is  to  prevent  persons  rights  suffering 
by  the  loss  of  deeds ;  but  as  this  is  an  extraordinary  remedy, 
the  utmost  strictness  is  required  in  proof,  otherwise  such 
deeds  might  be  reared  up,  after  they  were  extinguished  or 
discharged  by  the  parties ;  and,  accordingly,  the  deed  must 
be  proved  to  have  been  destroyed  in  such  a  way  as  to  ex- 
clude the  possibility  of  its  having  been  laidaside  or  destroyed, 
as  retired  or  discharged.  The  contract  in  question  being  a 
mere  personal  deed,  in  which  none  but  the  respondent  and 
her  deceased  husband  were  concerned,  having  been  followed 
by  no  infeftment  or  registration,  was  as  much  capable  of  be- 
ing retired  as  any  other  obligation,  such  as  a  personal  bond, 
&c.,  and  being  so  capable,  it  required  a  special  casus  amiS' 
sionis  to  be  established,  in  order  to  warrant  a  proving  of  the 
tenor ;  but  as  no  such  proof  has  been  offered,  and  as  it  has 
been  proved  that  the  deceased  had  destroyed  the  contract, 
with  the  view  of  giving  to  his  wife  more  enlarged  provisions, 
the  present  appeal  ought  to  be  dismissed. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
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Ordered   and   adjudged  that  the  interlooutors  be  af-      1788. 
firmed. 


For   Appellant,    Hay   Campbell,    R.    DundaSy   Geo. 

Ferguson, 
For  Respondent,  J.  AnatruiheTf    Wtn.  Adam,    Will. 

Honeyman. 


BBUCB 
BOSS. 


[Fac.  Coll.  465.] 

Edward  Bruob,  Clerk  to  the  Signet,  Appellant ; 

Walter  Ross,  Clerk  to  the  Signet,  Respondent. 

Honse  of  Lords,  14th  April  1788. 

Wagbbs — Sponsiones  LuDicRS. — Whether  debts  incurred  bjwa« 
gering  are  good  in  law  ? — ^Held,  that  no  action  laj  on  such  claims, 
upon  the  principle  of  sponsiones  ludicrcs. 

The  present  question  arises  out  of  an  action  brought  for 
payment  of  £50,  being  a  sum  gained  on  a  wager  or  bet, 
taken  on  the  result  of  an  impending  election  for  the  burghs 
of  Anstmther  Easter,  Anstruthcr  Wester,  Kilrenny,  Crail, 
and  Fittenweem. 

The  competing  candidates  for  these  burghs  were  John 
Anstmther,  Esq.  and  Colonel  Moncrief ;  and  while  the  can- 
vass was  going  on,  the  election  of  a  knight  of  the  shire  of 
the  county  of  Fife  came  on  at  Cupar,  where  the  appellant 
attended  as  a  freeholder.  The  respondent,  who  was  agent 
for  Colonel  Moncrief,  was  also  at  Cupar  on  that  occasion, 
and  met  the  appellant  there.  The  respondent  having,  in 
the  course  of  conversation,  boasted  much  that  his  consti- 
tuent, Colonel  Moncrief,  would  prevail  and  carry  the  burghs, 
and  having  offered,  in  the  presence  of  a  number  of  freehold- 
ers  of  the  county,  to  back  his  opinion  with  a  bet  to  any  ex- 
tent, the  appellant  took  him  up,  and  wagered  £50  that  Mr. 
Anstmther  would  gain  the  election — the  respondent  on  his 
part  wagering  £50  that  he  wonld  not,  but  that  Colonel 
Moncrief  would  ultimately  be  the  sitting  member. 

The  election  for  these  burghs,  when  it  came  on,  termi- 
nated in  Mr.  Anstmther  being  returned  member  to  sit  in 
Parliament. 

It  appeared  that  the  respondent  knew,  from  calculations 
made,  that  Mr.  Anstmther  would  gain  his  election,  but  his 
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1788.       hopes  lay  in  being  able  to  overturn  this  election  in  favour 
""""—■    of  Colonel  Moncrief  by  objections  to  the  validity  of  the  vot- 
^^^^^       ing.     A  petition  was  accordingly  presented  to  the  Honse  of 
R088.        Commons  to  set  aside  the  election,  on  the  ground  that  Mr. 
Anstruther  was  unduly  elected,  but  this  petition  was  with- 
drawn a  few  days  before  a  Committee  was  to  have  been  ap- 
pointed to  try  the  merits  of  the  election. 

The  respondent  having  refused  to  pay  the  £50,  action 
was  raised  for  payment  thereof,  to  the  competency  of  which, 
in  the  course  of  the  proceedings  below,  no  objection  was 
stated  by  the  respondent. 

Feb.  28,1786.  Of  this  date,  the  Lord  Ordinary  pronounced  this  interlo- 
cutor : — *<  In  respect  it  is  admitted  that  at  the  date  of  the 
*'  wager  in  question  the  delegates  for  the  eastern  district  of 
"  the  Fife  burghs  were  choeen,  and  a  majority  of  them  were 
"  known  to  have  declared  for  Mr.  Anstruther ;  finds  that  the 
**  object  of  the  wager  could  only  have  related  to  the  discos- 
'<  sion  of  a  petition  to  be  presented  to  the  House  of  Com- 
"  mens,  complaining  of  an  undue  return ;  and  as  it  is  not 
'*  denied  that  the  petition  was  afterwards  withdrawn,  in 
"  consequence  of  a  private  agreement  amongst  the  parties ; 
"  therefore,  upon  this  ground  in  particular,  and  taking  the 
"  whole  circumstances  of  the  case  together,  sustains  the  de- 
"  fences,  assoilzies,  and  decerns."     Upon  a  representation 

Mar.  10, 1786.  the  Lord  Ordinary,  of  this  date,  allowed  a  proof,  which  hav- 
ing been  taken  and  reported,  and  informations  ordered  upon 
its  import,  the  Lord  Ordinary  reported  the  whole  cause  to 
the  Court.* 

Jan. 26, 1787.  The  Lords  pronounced  this  interlocutor:— *<  Find  that 
action  does  not  lie  in  this  case ;  therefore  dismiss  this  ac- 
"  tion,  assoilzie  the  defender  therefrom,  and  decern." 

Against  this  the  appellant  preferred  a  reclaiming  petition, 
but  the  Lords  ^*  refused  the  desire  of  the  petition,  and  ad- 

Feb.l4, 1787.  •«  hered  to  their  former  interlocutor." 

Against  these  interlocutors  the    present    appeal    was 
brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — 1.  No  objection  was  made 
to  the  competency  of  the  action  by  the  respondent  in  the 
proceedings  below.  2.  Every  contract  or  agreement  that  is 
not  unlawful,  as  being  contra  bonos  moresy  or  as  attended 
with  public  detriment,  is  binding  and  obligatory,  and  must 


*  The  proof  seemed  to  bear  on  the  fact  of  the  bet  having  been 
upon  the  issue  of  a  petition  against  Mr.  Anstruther's  return. 
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therefore  afibrd  a  ground  of  action.     And  although  exces-       1786. 

sive  wagering  may  sometimes  be  attended  with  hurtful  con- 

sequences  to  the  losing  party,  the  law  of  no  country  either 
has  arrived,  or  ever  will  arrive,  at  that  degree  of  perfection, 
as  effectually  to  curb  and  restrain  all  the  vices,  and  still  less 
all  the  follies  to  which  mankind  are  liable.  Unless  there- 
fore it  can  be  shown  that  betting  or  wagering  upon  future 
consequences,  is  in  itself  an  act  of  so  immoral  a  nature  as  to 
be  unfit  to  be  made  the  ground  of  an  action  in  a  court  of 
law,  or  is  prohibited  by  some  particular  statute,  the  appel- 
lant humbly  apprehends,  that  such  wagers  are  equally  bind- 
ing and  obligatory  as  any  other  contract  or  agreement  what- 
ever. But  where  the  immorality  lies  in  two  persons  staking 
their  money  upon  an  uncertain  event,  or  where  the  statute 
is  that  prohibits  them  from  doing  so,  the  appellant  has  not 
hitherto  been  able  to  discover.  Gaming  with  cards  or  dice 
formoney,]s,  atleast,  as  hurtfulinitsconsequences,  andindeed 
much  more  so,  because  liable  to  frequent  repetition,  as  laying 
bets  and  wagers  on  uncertain  events  is  what  will  not  readily 
be  disputed ;  but  that  this  kind  of  gaming  was  not  prohibited 
by  the  common  law  of  Scotland,  is  perfectly  clear  from  this, 
that  the  Legislature  found  it  necessary  to  restrain  it  to  a 
certain  extent  by  a  special  statute  1621,  cap.  14.  By  that 
act  it  was  statuted  and  ordained  : — "  That  no  man  shall  play 
at  cards  or  dice  in  any  common  house,  town,  hostelrie,  or 
cook's  houses,  under  the  pain  of  forty  pounds  of  the 
realm,  to  be  exacted  of  the  keeper  of  the  said  inns,  or  com- 
"  mon  houses,  for  the  first  fault,  and  loss  of  all  their  liberties 
for  the  next :  Moreover,  That  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  play 
in  any  other  private  man's  house,  but  where  the  master  of 
the  family  playeth  himself:  And  if  it  shall  happen  any 
*'  man  to  winne  any  sums  of  money  at  carding  or  dicing,  at- 
*'  tour  the  sum  of  an  hundred  merks,  within  the  space  of 
<*  twenty-four  hours,  or  to  gain  at  wagers  upon  horse  races, 
any  sum  attour  the  said  sum  of  an  hundreth  merks,  the 
surplus  shall  be  consigned,  within  twenty-four  hours  there- 
"  after,  in  the  hands  of  the  treasurer  of  the  kirk,  if  it  be  at 
*'  Edinburgh ;  or  in  the  hands  of  such  of  the  kirk-session  in 
"  the  country  parishes  as  collects  and  distributes  money  for 
**  the  poor  of  the  same,  to  be  employed  always  upon  the  poor 
'*  of  the  parish  where  such  winning  shall  happen  to  fall  out." 
But  although  by  this  statute,  playing  at  cards  or  dice,  and 
even  wagers  upon  horse  races  are  restrained  8ub  modo^  yet 
it  does  in  no  degree  affect  wagers  upon  future  contingencies. 
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1788.      whether  confined  to  a  smaller  or  to  a  larger  sam.    And  ihat 

such  wagers  were  considered  to  be  lawful,  and  of  coarse  to 

BBucB      afford  a  good  ground  of  action  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  is  evi- 
dent from  Sir  George  Mackenzie's  observations  on  this  very 
act  of  Parliament.    His  words  are,  "  By  the  civil  law,  tit.  43, 
^'  lib.  3, 1.1. — Cod.de  aleatoribus,  He  that  is  overcome  at  such 
games  is  not  obliged  to  pay ;  and  although  he  pay,  he  or 
his  heirs  have  repetition.    And  by  the  canon  law,  church- 
**  men  who  use  such  games  cannot  be  provided  to  benefices, 
"  cap.  11,  De  Excess.  Prelat.    But  yet  wagering  sen  sponsio, 
**  was  by  that  law  allowed,  L.  17,  §  ult.  ff.  de  PrsBscript. 
"  Verb.    And  as  our  horse  races  were  not  condemned  by 
'*  that  law,  though  they  were  by  ours ;  for  thatlaw  did  think 
"  that  nuUam  turpitudinem  continet  in  se,  sponsio  nam  inde 
"  rixae  oriri  non  solent.     But  our  law  did  condemn  horse 
*'  races,  because  they  occasioned  great  idleness  and  expense. 
This  act  is  still  exactly  observed,  but  is  not  extended  to 
'  other  wagers ;  such  as  that  ships  will  arrive  at  such  a  day 
or  in  such  a  place,  which  was  not  found  to  fall  under  this 
act,  which  speaks  only  of  cards,  dice,  and  horse  races.     It 
seems  that  this  act  would  not  be  extended  to  any  other 
"  game  exparitate  rationis.'*    The  same  author  indeed  adds, 
that  though  wagering  was  allowed  by  the  civil  law,  yet  if 
any  of  the  parties  certainly  knew  the  thing,  whereupon  he 
wagered,  but  concealed  bis  knowledge,  action  would  not  lie 
upon  such  wager ;  and  that  the  courts  in  Scotland  had  most 
justly  decided  accordingly.    But  this  only  serves  to  streng* 
then  the  general  rule,  that  wagers  with  respect  to  future  con- 
tingencies, of  which  both  parties  are  equally  uncertain,  are 
unlawful.    And  the  same  observation  applies  to  the  last  ob- 
servation which  this  author  makes  in  the  following  words: 
"  Wagers  likewise  upon  the  death  of  princes  are  discharged, 
as  giving  occasion  of  jealousy :  as  also  wagers  concerning 
the  event  of  public  undertaking  for  the  good  of  the  country, 
"  such  as  the  success  of  arms,  &c.  and  that  lest  men  should 
'*  be  tempted  either  to  wish  the  armies  of  their  native  coun- 
try not  to  prosper,  or  to  reveal  their  secrets  to  the  end 
they  may  not  prosper.  Vid.  zipeum  in  Not.  Juris  Belli,  lib. 
*'  3,  in  fin.     There  is  such  an  act  as  ours,  made  by  Lewis 
'*  XIU.  of  France  amongst  his  statutes,  cap.  138,  at  seq.  " 

That  such  wagers,  though  they  have  seldom  been  made 
the  subject  of  law  suits,  have  been  sustained  in  the  Court  of 
Session  as  good  grounds  of  action,  appears  also  from  a  de- 
cision, which  is  thus  reported  by  Dirleton,  9th  February 
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1676 :  **  A  pursuit  was  intented  for  a  sum  of  money,  whicli  1788. 
"  the  defender  was  obliged,  by  his  promise,  to  pay,  in  case 
"  he  should  be  married,  having  gotten  from  the  pursuer,  in 
"  the  meantime,  a  piece,  which  the  pursuer  was  to  lose,  in  boss. 
*'  case  the  defoDder  should  not  be  married.  The  Lords  sus- 
"  tained  the  pursuit,  though  some  of  their  number  were 
"  of  opinion  that  sponsianes  ludicra^  of  the  nature  foresaid* 
"  ought  not  to  be  allowed."  2.  The  Court  of  Session  seemed 
to  have  been  misled,  by  supposing  that  the  wager  was  laid 
upon  the  issue  of  a  petition  to  be  preferred  to  the  House  of 
Commons,  and  by  considering  it  to  be  improper  and  inde- 
cent to  bet  upon  any  thing  of  the  kind ;  but,  although  Mr. 
M'Millan,  in  his  deposition,  makes  use  of  the  words  ^*  ulti- 
"  timately  found  to  be  the  sitting  member ;''  it  is  not  thence 
to  be  inferred,  that  the  question  was  necessarily  to  undergo 
a  judicial  decision,  either  in  the  House  of  Commons  or  else- 
where. In  common  language,  it  is  not  unusual  to  say,  that  a 
person  is  to  be  found  so  and  so,  because  he  is  to  be  so  and 
so.  The  bet  between  the  parties  depended  on  a  point  of 
fact,  then  uncertain,  viz.  Whether  Colonel  Moncrief  or  Mr. 
Anstruther  would  be  the  sitting  member  for  a  particular 
district  of  burghs  ?  and  to  tHe  determination  of  that  bet,  it 
was  of  no  earthly  consequence  whether  a  petition  should  be 
presented  to  the  House  of  Commons  or  not;  or,  whether 
Bach  petition,  after  being  presented,  should  be  prosecuted 
or  withdrawn.  The  respondent  was  indeed  at  pains  to  prove 
that  Colonel  Moncrief  was  started  as  a  candidate  when  ab- 
sent  from  this  country,  and  without  his  knowing  any  thing 
of  the  matter.  The  respondent  must  therefore  admit,  that 
at  the  time  when  he  laid  the  wager,  he  could  not  possibly 
know,  whether  Colonel  Moncrief  would  or  would  not  com- 
plain of  Mr.  Anstrutber's  return.  But,  even  supposing  the 
respondent,  from  his  particular  situation,  to  have  known  that 
a  petition  would,  in  all  events,  be  presented,  either  in  the 
name  of  Colonel  Moncrief,  or  in  the  names  of  individual 
voters  in  that  interest,  still  the  wager  did  not  depend  upon 
the  issue  of  such  petition.  Colonel  Moncrief  might  die  in 
the  interim,  before  it  could  be  taken  into  consideration,  or 
it  might  be  withdrawn,  as  in  fact  it  was,  without  being 
brought  to  bearing.  In  either  of  which  cases,  the  respon- 
dent must  have  lost  his  bet. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent  —  1.  The  ground  upon 
which  the  appellant  applied  to  the  Lord  Ordinary,  com- 
plaining of  his  Lordship's  interlocutor  of  the  26th  February 
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1788.       1786,  was,  that  his  Lordship  had  mistaken  the  fact  of  the 

wager.    He  admitted  the  justice  of  his  Lordship's  conclu* 

BRucB  ^Iq^^  ^^^  QQiy  disputed  the  fact  upon  which  it  proceeded ; 
the  e?idence  shows  that  the  fact  was  as  stated  in  the  inter- 
locutor. It  is,  besides,  proved  by  the  appellant's  own  wit- 
nesses, that  the  terms  of  the  wager  offered  hj  the  respon- 
dent, and  taken  up  by  the  appellant,  were,  that  Colonel 
Moncrief  should  be  ultimately  found  to  be  the  sitting  mem- 
ber in  the  present  Parliament.  It  was  at  that  time  certain 
that  Mr.  Anstruther  must  be  returned ;  and,  it  is  equally 
certain.  Colonel  Moncrief  never  could  be  found  to  be  mem- 
ber by  any  power  or  judicature  but  the  House  of  Commons, 
or  by  any  other  means  than  the  merits  of  a  petition  against 
the  election  of  his  opponent  being  tried  in  a  Committee  of 
that  House.  Upon  this  single  event,  the  respondent,  to  ose 
the  appellant's  expression,  totally  relied.  And,  as  the  pe- 
tition presented  to  the  House  of  Commons  was  afterwards 
withdrawn,  by  compromise  and  agreement  between  the  par- 
ties, it  became  impossible  to  determine  who  was  right,  the  ap- 
pellant or  respondent,  in  their  judgment  of  what  the  event 
would  be.  It  therefore  follows,  that  neither  party  could  win. 
2.  The  appellant  engaged  to  prove,  that  the  precise  terms  of 
the  wager  were,  that  Mr.  John  Anstruther  should  not  be  the 
sitting  representative,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  wager  was  a 
mere  negative  on  the  respondent's  part.  On  the  contrary, 
it  is  shown  by  the  proof,  that  the  wager  was  positive  upon  a 
single  merit,  namely,  the  decision  on  the  merits  of  Colonel 
Moncrief  s  petition  to  the  House  of  Commons,  against  the 
return  of  Mr.  Anstruther. 

In  regard  to  the  two  last  interlocutors  appealed  from,  they 
were  pronounced  as  the  unanimoiM  judgment  of  the  whole 
Court ;  their  Lordships  being  decidedly  of  opinion,  that,  by 
the  law  of  Scotland,  no  action  was  competent  in  cases  of 
this  kind.  The  rule  and  principle  of  the  civil  law,  relative 
to  sponsiones  ludicrce,  were  early  adopted  as  common  law  in 
that  kingdom,  and  have  been  constantly  adhered  to.  Thos^ 
in  the  case  of  Sir  Michael  Stewart  against  the  Earl  of  Dan- 
donald,  7th  February  1753,  William  Cochrane  having,  at  a 
time  when  three  persons  were  living,  who  preceded  him 
in  the  succession  to  the  Earldom  of  Dundonald,  granted 
bond  to  John  Stewart,  on  the  recital  of  a  certain  sum  ad- 
vanced, and  obliged  himself  to  pay  100  guineas  as  soon  as 
be  or  his  heir  should  succeed  to  the  said  Earldom,  and 
having,  in  point  of  fact,  afterwards  succeeded,  the  Court 
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set  aside  the  bond  as  void  and  null,  on  the  ground  of  its       1789. 
being  an  unlawful  contract  or  wager.  _—......» 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was  sinclaib,  &c. 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  of  the  Court  thke»i.akd, 
below  be  affirmed.  &c. 

For  Appellant,  Geo,  Ferguson,  W.  Adam. 
For  Respondent,  Eay  Campbell,  R.  Dundas. 


Henrietta  Sinclair,  (Wife  of  William 
Wbhtss  Sinclair,  Esq.),  and  Janet 
Williamson,  formerly  Sinclair,  (Wife 
of  Benjamin  Williamson,  Esq.),  the 
Daughters  and  only  Children  of  James 
Sinclair,  Esq.,  by  his  Wife  Marjory, 
deceased,  who  was  the  Eldest  Daughter 
of  David  Sinclair,  Esq.,  late  of  South- 
dun,  deceased,  by  Marjory  his  second 
Wife;  the  said  William  Wemyss  Sin- 
clair and  the  said  Benjamin  William- 
son, for  their  interests ;  and  James  Sin- 
clair of  Durren,  Esq.  Trustee,  consti- 
tuted by  Mrs.  Eatherinb  Sinclair,  now 
deceased,  who  was  the  Second  and  only 
other  Child  by  his  Second  Wife, 

Stewart  Threipland  of  Fingask,  Esq.  the 
Father  and  Executor  of  David  Sinclair 
Threipland,  deceased,  and  Patrick 
Threipland,  Esq.,  Brother  of  the  half- 
blood,  and  Heir-at-Law  of  the  said  Da- 
vid Sinclair  Threipland, 


-  Appellants ; 


I 


Respondents. 


House  of  Lords,  27th  March  1789. 

Marriage  Sbttlement — Belief  among  Heirs — Res  Judicata. — 
The  questions  in  this  case  were,  Ist,  Whether  a  deed  executed  hy 
David  Sinclidr  of  Southdan  in  \^\6  was  to  he  considered  a  nftr- 
riage  settlement?  2.  Whether  it  was  competent  to  enter  into 
that  question,  in  respect  of  it  being  res  judicata,  by  a  decree  pro- 
nounced between  the  same  parties  in  1 763  ?  3.  Whether  the  heir  in 
possession,  who  is  bound  to  keep  down  the  interest  of  the  debt 
due  on  the  estate,  during  his  possession,  has  relief  against  the 
other  heirs  of  line  taking  separate  estates  ?    The  Court  of  Ses- 

VOL.  III.  I 
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1789.  sioi^  waiTed  the  first  point,  and  held  the  res  judicata  to  foredose. 

Found,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  that  the  decree  17^  being  in  re- 

8INCLAIR,  &c.  ference  to  a  different  subject  matter,  did   not  exclude,  and  case 

^*  remitted  for  further  consideration. 

THBEIPLAMD, 

^^"  David  Sinclair  of  Southdun  was  thrice  married.    With  his 

first  wife  he  had  issue  one  daughter,  who  married  the  re- 
spondent, Stewart  Threipland.  Of  this  marriage  there  was 
issue  a  son,  David  Sinclair  Threipland,  and  a  daughter 
Janet.  Thejr  survived  their  grandfather,  but  died  without 
leaving  issue. 

With  his  second  wife,  David  Sinclair  of  Southdun  had 
two  daughters,  Marjory  and  Katherine  Sinclairs.  Maijorj 
married  James  Sinclair,  and  died  leaving  two  daughters, 
Henrietta  and  Janet  Sinclairs,  the  appellants;  and  Eatherine 
died  without  issue,  having  vested  her  effects  in  the  appellant, 
Mr.  Sinclair  of  Durren,  as  trustee. 

With  his  third  wife  he  had  a  daughter,  Margaret,  who 
survived  him,  but  died  without  issue. 

David  Sinclair  of  Southdun,  two  years  after  his  marriage 
with  his  first  wife,  executed  a  deed,  conveying  the  estate  of 
Southdun  to  his  wife  in  liferent,  and  to  his  heirs  male ;  whom 
failing,  to  Janet  Sinclair  his  only  daughter,  whom  also 
failing,  the  nearest  heirs  female  procreate  of  his  body 
in  fee. 

With  his  second  wife  a  formal  antenuptial  contract  was 
entered  into,  whereby  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  which 
should  be  conquest  (acquired)  by  him,  during  the  subsistence 
of  that  marriage,  was  disponed,  "  The  one  half  to  his  wife 
**  in  liferent,  and  the  whole  to  the  children  of  the  marriage 
*'  in  fee,"  declaring  that  nothing  was  to  be  reputed  conquest, 
but  what  the  said  David  Sinclair  shall  be  worth  at  his  death, 
beyond  his  present  land  estate,  and  after  payment  of  all  his 
just  and  lawful  debts  contracted  during  the  marriage. 

In  1747,  Mr.  Sinclair  of  Southdun  made  an  entail,  com- 
prehending not  only  Southdun  and  others  comprised  in  the 
deed  1716,  but  also  other  lands  after  acquired,  to  David 
Sinclair  in  liferent,  and  to  the  heirs  male  lawfully  procreated 
of  his  body. 

After  his  marriage  with  his  third  wife,  he  executed  a  post- 
nuptial contract  of  marriage ;  in  order  to  fulfil  the  terras 
agreed  between  them  before  the  marriage,  whereby  he  "bound 
"  and  obliged  him  and  his  foresaids  to  infeft  and  seize  his  said 
"  wife,  for  her  liferent  provision,  in  all  and  whole  the  town 
"  and  lands  of  Stanhill,"  and  others  therein  mentioned,  of 
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which  a  considerable  part  were  comprised  in  the  deed  1716,.       ^789. 
He  left  her  also  £1000  Scots  to  build  a  house  on  the  lands.    

Southdnn  died  in  March  1760,  leaving  his  third  wife  to  sur-™'''' V*'  ^""^ 
vi?e  him.  thrriplano, 

Da?id  Threiplaud,  the  only  son  of  the  daughter  of  his  ^^' 
first  marriage,  was  entitled,  under  the  entail  1747,  to  suc- 
ceed to  the  lands  thereby  conveyed.  Mrs.  Marjory  and 
Eatherine  Sinclairs,  the  children  of  the  second  marriage, 
were  entitled  to  the  conquest  of  that  marriage ;  and  were, 
besides,  heirs  portioners  of  line  to  the  real  estate  not 
otherwise  destined,  and  belonging  to  him  at  his  death. 

Soon  after  David  Sinclair  of  Southdun's  death,  action  of 
reduction  was  raised  by  David  and  Janet  Threipland  of  the 
first  marriage,  to  set  aside  the  deed  of  entail  of  1747,  on  the 
groand  that  Southdun  had  not  power  to  alter  the  order  of 
succession  established  by  the  deed  1716,  or  to  lay  the  heirs 
thereby  called  under  the  fetters  of  an  entail.  In  this  action 
the  Court  of  Session  "Sustained  the  reasons  of .  reduc- Nov.  19,17G3. 
'*  tion  of  the  entail,  in  so  far  as  concerned  the  lands  of 
'*  Southdun  and  others  contained  in  the  deed  or  obligation 
'*  granted  by  the  deceased  David  Sinclair  of  Southdun, 
'*  1716 ;  but  repelled  the  reasons  of  reduction  in  so  far  as 
**  concerned  the  remaining  lands  contained  in  the  said  en- 
"  tail." 

By  the  death,  both  of  David  Thriepland  in  1773,  and 
Janet  his  sister,  the  issue  of  the  first  marriage  became  ex- 
tinct, leaving  the  succession  of  the  entailed  estate  open  to 
Mrs.  Eatherine  Sinclair,  the  surviving  daughter  of  the 
second  marriage ;  and  the  lands  comprised  in  the  deed  1716 
descended  to  the  said  Katherine,  her  sister  Margaret,  and 
the  appellants,  Henrietta  and  Janet  Sinclair,  her  nieces,  in 
the  character  of  heirs  of  provision  to  Mr.  Threipland,  by  the 
limitations  of  that  deed. 

Soon  after  David  Threipland's  death,  the  estates  became 
the  subject  of  a  ranking  and  sale,  and  were  sold. 

The  respondent  Dr.  Threipland,  before  his  son's  death, 
(David  Sinclair  Threipland),  in  1773  had,  in  order  to  relieve 
the  estates  of  certain  debts  pressing  upon  it,  made  several, 
large  advances  to  Southdun's  creditors,  taking  conveyances 
of  the  debts  in  Mr.  Farquharson's  name  as  his  trustee,  a- 
mounting  to  £3000,  part  of  which  consisted  of  money  paid 
to  the  widow  of  Southdun,  by  the  third  marriage,  both  as 
jointure,  and  £1000  Scots  to  build  the  house.  Action  being 
raised  by  the  respondent  for  these  sums,  it  was  conjoined 
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1789.       with  the  ranking;   and  the  Lord  Ordinary  found  the  re- 

apondent  entitled  to  be  "  ranked  for  the  snms  libelled,  and 

8IHCLAIR,  &c.  „  interest  thereof  that  were  paid  by  him,  with  annualrent  of 

THREiPLAND,  *'  tho  accumulated  sums,  consisting  of  said  principals  and 

^^-         <*  interest,  from  the  different  periods  at  which  the  same 

'*  were  paid  respectively,  in  the  process  of  ranking  at  thein- 

**  stance  of  the  respondents,  as  heirs  of  line  of  the  deceased 

"  Southdun." 

The  following  question  then  occurred.     It  was  objected 
by  the   appellants   that   Mr.    Threipland,   while   in  pos- 
session of  the  entailed  estates,  was  bound  to  contribute 
along  with  the  other  heirs  towards  relief  of  the  interest  of 
that  debt  incurred  during  the  possession  of  that  estate,  after 
application  of  all  the  funds  primarily  liable  to  discharge  the 
same.     And  therefore  that  Dr.  Threipland's  claim  could 
not  be  sustained. 
Dec.  13, 1786.     The  Court,  on  report  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  pronounced 
this  interlocutor :  ^^  Find  that  the  rents  of  Southdun's  en- 
tailed estate    of  Brabsterdonan  and  others,  during  the 
deceased  David  Sinclair  Threipland's  possession,  stood 
*^  chargeable  with  the  payment  of  the  interest  arising  due 
**  during  that  time  upon  that  part  of  Southdun,  the  entail- 
"  er's  debts,  which  exceeded  the  proceeds  of  his  unentailed 
'*  estates^  descendible  to  his  executors  and  heirs  of  line. 
<'  But  find  that  in  so  far  as  the  Jointure  and  other  provisions 
settled  upon  Southdun's  widow,  and  paid  to  her  by  the 
said  David  Sinclair  Threipland,  or  uplifted  by  her  out  of 
the  lands  of  Southdun's  first  marriage  settlement  1716, 
**  were  not  satisfied  or  repaid  to  him  by  any  surplus  of  the 
"  rents  of  the  said  estate  during  his  possession,  remaining 
**  after  deducting  the  interest  above  mentioned,  the  pursuers 
**  (respondents)  as  in  right  of  the  said  David  Sinclair  Threip- 
*'  land,  are  entitled  to  relief  of  the  said  jointure,  to  be  accu* 
"  mulated  yearly,  at  the  first  term  of  Whitsunday  or  Martin- 
'*  mas  after  the  payments  thereof  were  made  to  the  widow, 
«  with  the  interest  of  such  accumulated  sums  from  and  since 
the  terms  of  accumulation  thereof ;  and  are  also  entitled 
to  relief  of  the  sum  of  £1000  Scots  paid  to  the  widow  for 
"  providing  a  jointure  house,  with  interest  thereof  since  the 
''  date  of  payment,  and  that  the  appellants  are  liable  to  the 
**  respondent  in  such  relief,  as  now  representing  Southdun." 
Two  reclaiming  petitions  were  presented  to  the  Court  by 
Feb.  24  1787.  ^^®  appellants,  but  the  Court  refused  the  desire  thereof,  and 
Mar.  7,  — —  adhered  to  the  above  judgment. 
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Against  these  incerlocutors  the  appellants  brought  an  ap-      1789. 
peal  to  the  House  of  Lords  against  that  part  of  the  judg-    ■ 
ment  which  sustained  the  respondents'  claini,  in  so  far  as  the  ^'"^^^^'    ^' 
jointure  to  the  widow  and  sum  for  building  the  house  were  thbbipland, 
concerned.  ^^' 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants. — The  first  question  is,  Whe- 
ther by  the  deed  which  David  Sinclair  of  Southdun  execut- 
ed in  I7I69  binding  himself  to  infeft  his  third  wife  in  life- 
rent, and  the  issue  of  the  marriage  between  them  in  fee,  in 
the  lands  therein  described,  a  jus  crediti  was  vested  in  the 
issue  entitling  them  to  obtain  relief  against  the  effects  of 
onerous  deeds  granted  by  him  affecting  the  lands  specified 
in  that  deed,  out  of  any  separate  estate  or  fund  he  left  at 
his  death  ?   It  is  not  disputed  that  where  an  estate  is  settled 
upon  the  issue  of  a  marriage  by  a  regular  antenuptial  con- 
tract, the  husband  is  restrained  from  burdening  gratuitously    - 
the  estate  settled  by  that  deed,  and  that  the  issue  must  be  in- 
demnified against  his  onerous  debts  and  deeds  out  of  any  se- 
parate estate  he  leaves.   But  the  fallacy  in  this  case  lies  in  ar» 
guing  upon  the  deed  1716  as  a  contract  of  marriage,  or  as  a 
deed  having  such  legal  consequences.     The  deed  is  not  an 
antenuptial  contract  of  marriage,  nor  even  a  postnuptial  con- 
tract.    It  is  a  unilateral  deed,  signed  and  executed  by  Sin- 
clair of  Southdun  alone,  and  bears  to  proceed  upon  love,  fa- 
vour, and  affection  he  has  towards  his  wife.   Husband  and  wife 
do  not  here  join  to  convey  to  each  other  their  respective  es- 
tates.    The  deed  had  in  view  to  provide  his  wife  with  a  join- 
ture, and  to  make  a  destination  to  his  children  alterable  at  plea- 
sure.    The  children  therefore,  by  this  deed,  were  not  consti- 
tuted creditors,  but  had  a  bare  hope  of  succession.     And 
therefore  when  David  Sinclair  burdened  the  lands  in  that  deed 
with  the  third  wife's  jointure,  he  exercised  a  right  reserved 
to  himself,  and  the  children  taking  the  lands  must  hold  with 
all  the  burdens  he  thought  proper  to  lay  upon  them. 

No  doubt  it  is  stated  by  the  respondent  that  the  deed 
1716  has  the  operation  of  a  marriage  contract  in  restraining 
the  grantor  from  burdening  to  the  prejudice  of  the  issue, 
in  consequence  of  the  decision  in  the  former  case  in  1763,  to 
set  aside  the  entail.  But  the  appellants  are  not  bound  by 
that  decision.  They  were  then  under  age,  and  did  not  ap- 
pear in  the  action.  But,  in  point  of  fact,  the  single  object 
of  the  action  was  to  set  aside  the  entail  1747,  as  imposing 
restraint  upon  heirs  who  were  supposed  to  have  an  unlimit- 
ed fee  under  the  deed  1716.    Although  Mr.  Threipland 
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1789.       fiucceeded  in   persuading  a  majority  of  the  Coart  that  the 
deed  1716  resembled  a  marriage  contract,  and  as  snch,  was 


SINCLAIR,  &c.  a  bar  to  Mr.  Sinclair  of  Southdun  making  a  strict  entaU  of 
^'  .  the  lands  comprised  in  it,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  ought 
&c.  now  to  be  decreed  a  bar  to  his  laying  a  burden  upon  those 
lands,  from  which  the  heirs  have  no  title  to  be  relioTed. 
That  former  decree  therefore  cannot  be  pleaded  as  a  resju^ 
dicata  binding  the  present  parties,  or  necessarily  regulating 
the  decisipn  of  a  different  right.  The  parties  here  being 
different,  and  the  subject  matter  different,  there  is  no  bar  to 
the  present  question ;  and  David  Sinclair  Threipland  was 
not  entitled  to  relief  for  any  sums  paid  in  name  of  jointure, 
&c.,  he  being  bound  to  keep  down  the  interest  on  the  debts 
with  which  the  estate  was  burdened  during  the  term  of  his 
possession. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — By  the  marriage  settlement 
of  1716,  the  estate  of  Southdun,  and  certain  other  lands 
therein,  having  been  settled  upon  the  heirs  of  the  marriage 
between  Sinclair  of  Southdun  and  his  wife,  and  that  settle- 
ment containing  a  clanse  of  warrandice,  by  which  David 
Sinclair  became  liable  that  the  provision  therein  contained 
^'  should  be  good,  valid,  and  sufficient  to  the  heirs  respec- 
*<  tive  of  the  said  marriage,  and  against  all  deadly  ;"  it  was 
not  in  the  power  of  David  Sinclair  to  defeat  this  settlement, 
in  whole  or  in  part,  by  any  voluntary  gratuitous  deed.  The 
respondents  do  indeed  admit  that  he  was  entitled  to  charge 
the  lands  so  settled  with  a  suitable  provision  for  the  heirs  of 
any  subsequent  marriage,  and  with  a  reasonable  jointure  to 
a  second  wife.  But,  while  admitting  this,  the  respondents 
maintain  that  the  heirs  of  the  first  marriage  have,  by  the  law 
of  Scotland  in  every  such  case,  a  clear  and  undoubted  right 
to  be  relieved  of  the  burdens  so  imposed  out  of  any  separate 
estate  or  funds  of  the  deceased  against  his  representatives 
succeeding  to  the  same.  Here  Southdun  charged  the  lands 
with  a  jointure  of  £100  a-year  to  his  third  wife  as  well  as 
with  £1000  Scots  to  build  a  house.  In  point  of  fact  also 
David  Sinclair  of  Southdun  died  possessed  of  considerable 
separate  estate,  not  included  in  the  deed  1716,  to  which  the 
appellants  have  succeeded,  and  are  therefore  liable  to  re- 
lieve the  respondent  of  the  sums  disbursed  by  David  Sinclair 
Threipland,  in  paying  the  jointure  and  other  sums,  with  in- 
terest as  aforesaid. 

But  further,  in  an  action  to  which  the  appellants  were 
parties,  it  was  solemnly  decided,  by  a  judgment  in  which  all 


Andrew  Stration,  a  Pauper,  »  Appellant ; 

Thomas  Graham  of  Balgowan,  Esq.  Respondent, 

House  of  Lords,  28th  March  and  12th  May  1789. 

liBAfiB — DbVIATION  FROM  MoOB  OF   CROPPING — PeNALTT. — A  tack 

Stipulated  that  the  tenant  was  at  lihertj  to  deviate  from  the  mode  of 
cropping  and  management  laid  down  in  the  tack  upon  his  paying  £2. 
per  acre  more  of  additional  rent  to  the  landlord.  He  departed  from 
the  mode  of  cropping.  Held,  in  the  Court  of  Session,  that  he  was 
liable  to  pay  the  £2.  of  additional  rent.  Reyersed  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  and  case  remitted  to  ascertain  and  determine  specially 
what  was  the  number  of  acres  the  tenant  became  bound  to  culti- 
Tate  in  the  manner  specified  in  the  tack,  and  ^what  was  the  num- 
ber of  acres  cultiyated  contrary  to  the  conditions  thereof. 

The  present  question  was  raised  by  the  respondent  against 
the  appellant,  liis  tenant,  for  the  additional  rent  mentioned 
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parties  acquiesced,  that  the  deed  1716  was  a  valid  and  ef-  1789. 

fectual  marriage  settlement  to  the  effect  of  setting  aside  the    

entail  executed  by  South  dun  in  1747.    By  that  decision  ■'™*t^<>« 

there  is  a  sufficient  bar  to  the  present  question.  gbabam. 
After  hearing  counsel, 

The  Lord  Chancellor  said, 

'*  My  Lords, 

'<  The  decree  in  1763, 1  am  clearly  of  opinion,  is  not  a  bar  to  the 
appellants'  action,  and  that  the  deed  1716  ought  not  to  have  the  ef- 
fect of  a  marriage  contract  But  as  the  Court  below  had  not  gone 
fully  into  that  question  in  the  present  cause,  I  thought  it  right  to  give 
them  an  opportunity  of  reconsidering  it." 

It  was  therefore  ordered  and  declared  that  the  matter  ad- 
judged in  the  interlocutor  of  19th  Noyember  1763  was 
essentially  different  from  that  brought  into  question  in 
the  present  cause,  and  could  not  bind  the  subject  mat- 
ter of  the  present  suit.  And  it  is  therefore  ordered 
that  the  cause  he  remitted  back  to  the  Court  of  Session 
to  hear  and  determine  the  point  now  put  in  issue  with- 
out any  prejudice  arising  from  the  said  interlocutors. 

For  the  Appellants,  Ilay  Campbell,  Geo.  Wallace. 
For  the   Respondents,  Sir  J.  Scott,  Alex,  Abercromhy^* 

Tho8.  Andrew  Strange* 
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1789.  in  the  lease  of  his  farm  as  conditioned  and  agreed  npon  to 
be  paid  on  the  tenant's  deviation  from  the  rule  of  cropping 
and  management  of  the  farm  laid  down  in  the  lease. 
QBAHAM.  The  tenant  alleged  that,  on  entering  into  the  bargain,  or 
alleged  form  of  a  lease,  nothing  special  was  said  as  to  any 
particular  management  and  cropping  of  the  farm,  or  of  any 
penalty  as  a  consequence  of  deviation  from  said  manage- 
ment, but  that  he  had  signed  a  "  form  of  a  lease"  applicable 
to  all  the  tenants  on  the  estate,  with  the  names  and  sums 
left  blank,  but,  though  read  partly  over  to  him,  the  clause 
about  the  cropping^  and  management  of  the  farm  was  not 
read  over.  * 

The  form  of  the  tacl  ran  thus : — "  The  form  of  a  tack  to 
be  entered  into  between  Thomas  Oraham,  Esq.  and  the 
several  persons  signing  agreements  for  leases  of  farms  in 
the  baronies  of  Luncarty,  Pitmurthly,*'  &c.  &c.  Then  fol* 
lowed  the  scroll  of  a  lease,  leaving  blanks  for  the  names  of 
the  lessee  and  the  description  of  the  farm.  The  term  was 
filled  up  19  years,  commencing  in  1777.  Many  reseihrations 
were  made  in  favour  of  the  landlord,  particularly  the  follow- 
ing :  "  Reserving  liberty  to  the  said  Thomas  Graham,  at  any 
"  time  during  the  tack,  to  quarry  and  lead  stones  for  build- 
''  ing  of  feuces,  and  to  enclose  and  subdivide,  with  ditch  and 
•'<  hedge,  or  stone  fences,  all  or  any  part  of  the  said  fences 
"  on  all  or  any  part  of  the  said  lands ;  as  likewise  to  plant 
''  hedge  row  trees  in  the  yards  and  along  the  fences  already 
"  made,  or  that  may  be  made  on  these  lands  during  this 
'*  tack,  all  at  the  said  Thomas  Graham  and  his  foresaids 
"  their  own  expenses/'  Next  followed  an  obligation  on  the 
tenant  to  pay  5  per  cent,  per  annum  for  the  money  expend- 
ed by  Mr.  Graham  in  making  hedge  fences,  and  10  per  cent, 
for  stone  fences.  And  then  follows  this  clause  :  ^^  And  for 
"  the  further  encouragement  of  the  said  and 

*'  for  the  improvement  of  his  farm,  by  enclosing  the  same 
''  and  clearing  it  of  stones,  the  said  Thomas  Graham  binds 
**  and  obliges  himself  and  his  foresaids,  to  be  at  the  expense 
"  of  building  into  stone  fences  the  whole  stones  that  the  said 
*'  and  his  successors  shall  take  out  of  the 

*'  ground  when  dressing  it,  lead  and  lay  down  in  a  regular 
"  manner,  and  sufficient  quantity,  on  the  marches  of  the  said 
*^  farm,  or  on  such  lines  of  division  as  the  proprietor,  or 
whom  he  may  appoint,  may  mark  out  as  a  proper  subdivi- 
sion of  the  farm  into  regular  fields  and  enclosures,  each 
"  containing  about  one-tenth  part  of  the  ploughable  lands  of 
the  farm,  and  that  without  charging  the  tenant  any  inte- 
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^'  rest  on  the  money  expended  on  building  the  said  fences       1739, 

"  to  which  he  hath  boUed  and  led  stones  as  aforesaid ;  it    , 

"  being  always  provided  and  declared,  that  the  said  fences    stbatiom 

"  made  in  any  of  the  manners  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  lined 

"  out  and  the  places  thereof  determined  by  the  said  Thomas 

**  Graham,  or  such  person  as  he  may  appoint  for  dividing 

"  the  said  lands  into  as  regular  and  distinct  fields  as  the 

"  grounds  will  admit  of,  and  as  equally  as  possible  to  con- 

"  tain  in  each  field  about  the  tenth  part  of  the  ground  capa- 

"  ble  of  tillage,  and  calculated  as  much  as  may  be  to  have 

"  water  in  each  field." 

Covenants  were  then  inserted  as  on  the  part  of  the  ten< 
ant,  to  pay  certain  fixed  rents,  for  which  blanks  were  left, 
during  the  first  nine  years,  and  an  additional  rent  blank  du« 
ring  the  last  ten  years,  together  with  the  "  occasional  rents 
"  hereafter  reserved  in  the  cases  hereinafter  particularly 
"  mentioned.  And  whereas  there  is  much  encouragement 
"  given  for  enclosing  and  improving  of  the  said  farm  as  afore* 
''  said ;  and  in  regard  to  arable  land,  with  such  contiguous 
"  and  best  parts  of  the  muir  capable  of  tillage,  in  all  a- 
"  mounting  to  the  quantity  of  acres  of  the  said  lands 

**  is  to  be  deemed  ploughable  and  improveable  arable  lands, 
"  and  is  to  be  laid  out  and  divided  into  ten  distinct  enclo- 
"  snres  or  brakes,  each  contiguous  within  itself,  at  the  sight, 
'*  and  by  the  direction  of  the  said  Thomas  Graham  and  his 
"  foresaids.     Therefore  the  said  binds  and  ob- 

''  liges  him  and  his  foresaids  to  manage  the  said  fields  and 
**  brakes  in  a  regular  and  distinct  thriving  husband  like 
'*  manner,  as  after  mentioned ;  that  is  to  say,  the  said 
''  binds  and  obliges  him  and  his  foresaids, 

"  by  the  end  of  the  first  five  years  of  this  tack,  and  there- 
"  after  during  the  currency  of  the  same,  and  at  the  end 
**  thereof,  or  his  removal,  to  have  one  half  of  the  said 
''  arable  land,  or  five  of  the  said  brakes,  consisting  of  half 
'*  of  the  old  infield  and  half  of  the  old  outfield,  to  be  in 
'*  grass,  sown  out  with  grass  seeds  as  aftermentioned, 
"  and  to  have  of  the  other  five  brakes  or  enclosures  in  til- 
*'  lage,  one  of  them  in  summer  fallow,  ploughed  at. least  four 
<<  times  during  the  summer,  or  in  a  four  feet  wide  drilled 
"  and  horse-ploughed  crop  of  turnip,  cabbages,  potatoes  or 
"  the  like  green  crop  yearly,  and  the  corn  crop  growing  on 
"  the  other  four-fifths  or  brakes  in  tillage  yearly  shall  be  so 
"  arranged  that  no  three  white  corn  crops  succeed  one  ano- 
"  then"  Then  followed  the  clause  upon  which  the  present 
action  is  raised.     ''  And  it  is  hereby  declared  that  notwith^ 


122  CASES  ON  APPEAL  PROM  SCOTLAND. 

1789.       "  standing  the  conditions  of  labouring,  managing,  and  orop* 

"  ping  the  said  lands,  the  said  and  his  foresaids 

sTHATioN     «  shall  have  power  and  liberty  to  alter  the  management  as 
GRAHAM.     **  ^^^7  ™^7  incline,  npon  their  becoming  bonnd,  as  the  said 
**  hereby  binds  and  obliges  himself  and  his 

"  foresaids,  to  pay  the  sum  of  £2  sterling  additional  rent 
"  as  herein  before  particularly  mentioned,  for  each  acre 
*'  they,  in  consequence  of  the  said  liberty,  may  alter  in  their 
'*  management   from   that   particularly  before  expressed; 
"  which  additional  rent  is  not  to  be  looked  on  as  a  penalty, 
"  but  as  a  pactional  rent  to  be  paid  over  and  above,  and  at 
"  the  term  with  the  first  yearly  rent,  or  at  such  future  po* 
"  nods  as  the  same  may  be  demanded  after  they  have  used 
"  the  said  liberty  of  altering  the  management  from  that 
"  above  expressed."     At  the  end  of  this  form  of  tack  there 
was  a  docquet  signed  by  the  landlord.     There  was  also  an- 
nexed a  docquet  signed  by  the  tenant,  specifying  his  rent» 
but  stating  nothing  about  additional  rents. 

The  present  action  was  then  raised,  several  years  after 
entering  on  the  farm,  for  payment  of  £500  Sterling,  as  an 
alleged  stipulated  additional  rent  of  40s.  for  every  acre  not 
cultivated  in  a  particular  way,  and  for  £160  as  the  addi- 
tional rent  for  80  acres,  the  half  of  the  farm,  for  crop  1783 
and  for  crop  1784,  for  not  having  this  number  of  acres  sown 
in  grass,  in  terms  of  the  form  of  tack.  When  the  appellant 
entered  on  the  farm,  it  was  alleged  that  he  set  about  im- 
proving it  to  the  best  advantage,  so  far  as  his  judgment 
directed  him,  laid  out  a  considerable  sum  on  lime  and  marie, 
and  managed  the  grounds  in  the  most  unexceptional  manner, 
as  far  as  their  situation  would  admit,  for  all  which  he  had  to 
pay  a  rent,  which  he  had  done  regularly,  of  24  bolls  of  meal, 
16  bolls  beer,  carriages,  16  hens,  keeping  one  dog,  together 
with  £51  sterling  yearly,  for  the  first  nine  years,  and  £61 
sterling  for  the  last  ten  years.  Whereas  the  landlord,  on 
his  part,  although  bound  to  enclose  the  grounds,  had  done 
nothing  except  in  enclosing  one  field.  The  defences  stated 
to  the  action  were,  1st,  That  the  writings  founded  on  as 
a  lease,  were  all  void  in  law,  as  wanting  the  usual  statutory 
solemnities.  2.  Even  if  held  to  be  valid,  yet,  looking  at  its 
contents,  it  was  apparent,  that  those  covenants  relating  to 
the  management,  could  not  be  understood  as  applicable  to 
every  case,  nor  were  so  meant  by  the  parties;  so  that  the  real 
intention  was,  that  they  should  be  varied  according  to  cir- 
cumstances. 3.  That  the  additional  rents  claimed  were  in 
the  strictest  sense  penal,  and  therefore  subject  to  modifica- 
tion by  the  Court. 
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The  Lord  Ordinary,  of  this  date,  pronounced  this  interlo-       ^789. 
cuter : — "  Finds,  that  by  the  form  of  tack,  now  found  by  the 

8TRATI0N 

"  Court  to  have  been  binding  upon  the  defender  (appellant)         ^^ 

"  from  the  commencement  of  his  tack,  no  obligation  is  im-    obaham. 

"  posed  upon  the  master  to  enclose  the  farm  into  ten  divi-    ***' 

"  sions  or  enclosures,  but  that  it  was  left  to  the  master  or 

**  tenant  to  make  these  enclosures  at  any  time  during  the 

"  currency  of  the  lease,  with  the  burden  of  the  tenant's  pay- 

''  ing  interest  at  five  per  cent,  for  ditch  and  hedge,  and  ten 

"  per  cent,  for  stone  dykes,  if  made  by  the  master ;  and  with 

"  certain  encouragements  to  the  tenant,  and  repayment  of 

"  the  price  or  value  by  the  master,  at  the  end  of  the  lease,  if 

**  made  by  the  tenant.     And  therefore  finds,  that  the  tenant 

"  cannot  found  upon  the  master's  not  having  completed  the 

"  enclosures,  as  a  total  liberation  from  the  whole  conditions 

**  and  limitations  of  the  tack.    Finds,  that  at  the  commence- 

"  ment  of  the  defender's  (appellant's)  tack,  the  whole  farm 

"  was  subdivided  by  the  master,  with  the  knowledge  and 

**  assistance  of  the  tenant,  into  the  ten  breaks  specified  in 

"  the  form  of  tack,  and  that  these  breaks  were  properly 

"  meithed  and  marked,  as  the  proper  lines  of  division  for 

"  making  the  enclosures,  when  the  master  or  tenant  should 

"  choose  to  complete  all  or  any  of  those  enclosures,  and  must 

**  be  held  and  understood  as  the  ten  breaks  or  divisions^  ac- 

"  cording  to  which  the  tillage  of  the  farm  and  laying  down 

"  with  grass  seeds,  was  to  be  regulated  according  to  the 

"  form  of  tack.    Finds,  that  the  tenant  cannot  plead  his 

"  being  ignorant  of  the  import  of  his  tack,  previous  to  the 

"  interlocutor  of  the  Court,  as  an  excuse  for  transgressing 

"  the  conditions  of  the  tack.      Finds^  by  every  calculation 

"  which  the  Lord  Ordinary  can  make,  the  amount  of  the 

"  additional  rent  which  he  has  incurred  by  mislabouring  the 

"  farm,  and  the  damage  sustained  by  the  master  by  the  de- 

**  fender's  having  failed  to  have  any  five  of  the  breaks,  at  the 

**  end  of  the  first  five  years  of  the  tack,  sown  down  with  grass 

''  seeds,  and  the  other  five  breaks  in  tillage,  according  to  the 

"  rotations  therein  prescribed,  a  very  large  sum  must  be  due 

"  by  the  tenant  to  the  master :  but  not  being  able  to  obtain 

"  evidence  of  the  precise  amount,  without  involving  the 

"  parties  in  a  delay  and  expense  which  must  be  hurtful  to 

"  both,  and  ruinous  to  the  tenant^  and  having  considered 

"  the  whole  circumstances  of  the  case  from  the  commence- 

"  ment  of  the  cause,  modifies  the  whole  sum  due  by  the  de- 

"  fender,  upon  account  of  additional  rents  for  over-plough- 
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1789.       "  ing,  and  for  damages  for  not  laying  down  his  breaks  with 

"  grass  seeds,  and  all  transgressions  of  his  lease,  preeeding 

8TBATI0N    u  Martinmas  last,  to  the  sum  of  £200.     Finds  him  liable  to 
QBAHAM.     ''  the  pursuer  for  that  sum  oyer  and  above  his  rents,  and 
"  decerns." 
Dec.  22,1787.     On  representation,  the  Lord  Ordinary  adhered.     On 

Tan    ^1     1 7fiA  • 

Feb.  20  and  B^cond  representation  he  adhered.    And,  on  reclaiming  pe- 
Mar.  6>'l788.  tition  to  the  Court,  their  Lordships  adhered. 

After  hearing  counsel  for  the  appellant,  on  28th  March 
1789, 

Lord  Chancellor  Thurlow  said  : — 

"  My  Lords, 
'*  I  do  not  mean  to  give  a  decided  opinion  before  hearing  the  re- 
spondent, yet  there  was  a  probability  of  the  House  declaring  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  below  erroneous.  It  was  not  the  words  used 
in  the  lease,  but  the  sense  of  it,  which  a  Court  ought  to  consider,  and 
here  it  seemed  impossible  but  the  parties  must  have  understood  tiie 
additional  rent  (which  so  hi  exceeded  the  real  yalue  of  the  land,  how« 
eyer  cultivated)  as  a  penalty,  whatever  it  might  be  called  in  the  lease ; 
and  it  is  against  the  principles  of  equity  to  allow  any  person  to  take  from 
another,  what  bears  no  proportion  to  the  loss  he  has  actually  suffered. 
As  the  consequence  of  sendrog  the  cause  back  to  the  Court  of 
Session  to  take  evidence  of  the  real  damages,  and  assess  the  quan* 
tuniy  would  involve  both  parties  in  great  expense,  and  disputes  must 
be  constantly  arising  between  them  during  the  lease,  he  thought  it 
might  be  worth  the  landlord's  while  to  make  the  tenant  an  offer  for 
the  surrender  of  his  lease,  and  ^e  tenant  would  probably  see  it  to  be 
his  interest  to  accept  of  it" 

His  Lordship  directed,  with  that  view,  the  further  hear- 
ing to  stand  over  till  after  Easter. 

On  resuming  consideration  on  12th  May  1789, 

Lord  Chancellor  Thurlow  said : — 

**  Mt  Lords, 
'^  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scot- 
land, and  the  cause  of  action,  as  it  is  stated  by  the  pursuer,  is  thn : 
That  he  being  the  landlord  of  a  farm  called  Pitmurtbly,  among  t 
great  number  of  other  estates,  did,  as  mentioned  in  the  case,  by  a 
form  of  tack,  let  this  estate,  and  the  tenant  took  the  estate  upon  cer- 
tain conditions  there  stated.  Among  others  here  represented,  it  was 
intended  that  all  the  parts  of  the  farm  which  were  either  arable  at 
the  time,  or  consisted  of  muir  land  capable  of  being  brought  into  til- 
lage, and  containing  a  certain  number  of  acres,  should  be  deemed  and 
adjudged  between  the  parties  as  a  quantity  of  land  that  should  be  call- 
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ed  ploughable  and  arable  and ;  and  being  once  fixed,  it  was  further 
agreed  between  them,  that  that  land  should  be  divided  into  ten  equal 
parts,  which^  in  the  Form  of  tack,  are  called  breaks  and  enclosures,  and 
that  when  so  divided,  they  should  undergo  a  certain  course  of  tillage, 
which,  to  speak  generally,  I  shall  state  thus  to  your  Lordships :  That 
by  the  end  of  the  first  fiye  years  of  the  tack,  fire  of  these  breaks  should 
be  in  grass,  sown  out  with  grass  seeds,  and  the  other  fiye  of  these 
breaks  should  be  laid  down,  one  in  &llow,  four  times  ploughed,  and 
the  rest  with  other  kinds  of  crop,  and  in  the  manner  of  occupying 
equally  distinct ;  namely.  That  the  other  four-fifths  or  breaks  should 
be  sown  in  com,  under  certain  restrictions,  that  certain  crops  of  com 
should  not  succeed  each  other,  but  a  regular  succession  and  rotation, 
it  provides  for  those  four*fifths  or  breaks.     The  consequence  of  the 
whole  rotation  would  hare  been  that,  in  the  course  of  ten  years,  from 
and  after  the  first  five  years  of  the  term,  the  farm  would  hare  got  into 
a  course  of  cultivation  that  would  have  been  varied  as  to  each  par- 
ticular break,  at  least  ibr  15  years ;  and  the  end  of  the  term  was  four 
years  more,  for  the  tack  was  for  19  years. — This  general  pro- 
position  I  should  have  stated   to   your  Lordships  before;  after 
having  agreed  to  occupy  it  in  that  manner,  there  is  a  clause 
in  the  tack  very  expressive,  drawn  to  this  effect,  that  it  shall  be  in 
the  power  of  the  tenant  to  change  this  mode  of  occupation  at  his  plea* 
sure,  but  wherever  he  acted  in  a  different  manner  from  that  describ- 
ed, either  in  the  course  of  tillage  or  quantity  of  manure  to  be  put  upon 
it,  or  in  any  other  small  respects  in   which  these  covenants  are 
conceived,  he  should  pay  the  landlord  after  the  rate  of  40s.  an 
acre  additional  rent  upon  that  estate.     The  first  topic  of  dispute 
upon  this  case  is,  that  they  pass  over  every  speciality  (which  I  have 
not  yet  mentioned  to  your  Lordships)  that  extends  to  this  case,  and 
proceed  ex  conjesso.     Suppose   this   had  been  the  most    formal 
instrument  that  could  be,  and  the  tenant  had  covenanted  to  occupy 
in  the  most  distinct  manner,  black  acre  or  white  acre,  as  here  describ- 
ed, and  had,  notwithstanding  that  distinct  compact,  wilfully  put  there 
in  a  course  of  tillage  indirect  violation  of  the  contract,  this  being  in  the 
nature  of  the  thing,  the  penalty  was  to  be  so  modified  as  it  is  called  in 
the  Court  of  Session,  or  relieved  against,  as  it  is  called  here,  that  in-- 
stead  of  paying  the  sum  specified,  the  tenant  should  be  obliged  to  pay 
only  so  much  as  the  landlord  has  qualified  himself  to  receive  from  a 
breach  of  covenant ;  which  is  precisely  the  same  as  if  he  only  cove- 
nants to  make  that  payable  for  breach  of  covenant  if  ihere  was  no  other 
clause  but  the  last,  and  that  one  specified  what  should  be  paid  for  a 
breach  of  those  covenants  of  the  parties  ;  that  that  shall  be  the  sum 
to  be  actually  paid. — When  this  cause  was  opened  to  your  Lordships 
first,  I  observecl  that  this  penalty  was  so  conceived  as  not  only  to  ap- 
ply to  the  case  I  mentioned  before,  but,  from  a  particularity  of  ex* 
pression,  which  I  believe  also  was  called  *^  to  implement  or  perform 
the  several  articles,"  whether  th's  expression  applied  to  every  acci- 
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1789.  dent  and  omission  that  could  have  been  in  eyerj  part  of  the  stipula- 
— —  tion  whateyer,  that  obtained  between  the  parties ;  and  it  struck  my 
sTAATioN  mind  as  a  matter  of  doubt  whether  a  covenant,  conceived  in  such  a 
form,  as  being  applied  to  some  of  the  subjects,  must  be  deemed  a 
penalty,  must  not  also  be  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties 
making  it  a  penalty  on  all  the  other  subjects  ?  In  considering,  as 
I  have  done  with  a  great  deal  of  attention,  the  principle  upon 
which  the  Court  of  Session  have  always  gone  in  modifying  penalties, 
I  am  perfectly  dear,  though  the  covenant  is  so  conceived,  the  Courts 
with  a  perfect  consistency  with  that  principle,  might  have  modified 
it  so  with  respect  to  some,  and  not  have  modified  it  so  with  respect 
to  others,  which,  according  to  their  respective  circumstances,  ought 
or  ought  not  to  have  been  so  modified.  I  don't  conceive  it  "will  fall 
into  any  person's  contemplation  to  say  it  depends  upon  the  form  of 
the  contract,  whether  the  thing  stipulated  shall  be  deemed  a  penalty, 
because  all  penalties  that  result  from  stipulation  have  the  same  es- 
sential form  of  contract.  I  suppose,  therefore,  as  in  one  of  the  cases 
that  might  be  put  upon  this  lease,  the  defect  particularly  imputed  to 
the  tenant  had  been,  that  he  had  occupied  that  break  that  ought  to 
be  laid  down  in  fallow  different  from  what  was  stipulated,  and  that 
the  breach  assigned  was,  that  he  ought  to  have  improved  that  break, 
by  laying  30  loads  of  lime  upon  one  acre,  and  it  turned  out  he  had  laid, 
on  but  29  upon  the  acre  res  ipsa  loquitur;  for  that  damage  assigned 
as  arising  from  a  different  mode  of  occupation,  is  the  whole  damage 
or  penalty  to  result  as  if  for  violating  of  all  r  It  would  not  be  common 
sense,  in  the  computation  of  so  slight  a  difference  asa  l-30th  part  of  the 
whole  of  the  manure  upon  the  estate.  Damages  cannot  be  said  to  be 
stipulated  where  they  are  made  to  apply  upon  the  subject,  fairly  and 
logically  speaking,  unequal ;  that  does  by  no  means  apply  where  there 
is  a  distinct  express  mode  of  cultivation. 

"  The  breach  assigned  is,  that  the  tenant,  in  direct  violation  of  it, 
deliberately  and  wilfully  undertakes  to  draw  a  profit  from  the  land 
in  that  manner  in  which  he  has  engaged  with  the  landlord  he  would 
not  do,  upon  other  terms  but  that  of  paying  him  40s.  an  acre  for  that 
land  so  occupied.  I  have  therefore  not  the  least  doubt  in  the  world 
upon  this  subject,  that  if  the  parties  had  done  that  which  this  contract 
(as  1  shall  explain  presently)  pointed  out  was  their  intention  to  do, 
and  as  I  think  absolutely  called  upon  them  to  do,  I  have  no  doubt 
the  tenant  would  have  come  under  a  very  distinct  obligation  to  pay 
that  sum  of  money.  Suppose  he  had  done  so,  and  the  pursuer  had 
gone  for  the  money,  what  must  he  have  done  by  way  of  allegation 
and  proof?  After  stating  the  contract  in  the  manner  he  has  done,  he 
must  have  stated  that  he  became  bound  to  occupy  certain  portions  of 
that  land  in  a  given  maimer,  and  in  regard  to  certain  portions  of  )he 
whole  he  was  bound  so  to  occupy,  he  had  in  some  other  given  manner, 
equally  distinctly  expressed,  occupied  it  differently,  whereby  he  came 
within  the  very  terms  of  the  contract,  and  was  bound  to  pay  for  thoee 
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acts  respecdyely*  that  sum  of  money  ihe  contract  obliged  him  to  pay ; 
— pioTuig  in  that  case,  no  answer,  no  aigament  could  haye  been 
made  upon  it.  It  would  haye  been  extremely  distinct  and  clear  that 
he  ought  to  haye  paid  the  sum  of  money. 

"  In  this  case,  if  the  cause  of  action  should  fail  in  any  respect,  the 
punaer  can  haye  no  body  to  thank  for  it  but  his  agent,  who  maybe 
a  man  of  extraordinary  ability,  but  he  has  not  considered  the  force  of 
language,  nor  the  nature  of  the  obligation  that  he  calls  a  form  of  tack, 
or  a  minute  of  tack»  and  charges  it  to  be  a  tack  in  point  of  fact  He 
makes  it  out  in  this  manner ;  not  that  the  instrument  is  formal,  but 
that  being  confirmed  by  possession  or  homologation,  it  is  of  force,  and 
is  become  in  effect  obligatory,  and  will  haye  the  whole  force  of  a 
bindbg  contract. 

"  According  to  my  own  notion,  the  action  is  in  some  degree,  though 
I  think  not  fotally,  but  in  some  degree  misconceiYed  in  that  respect. 
It  was  not  so  understood  between  the  parties.  That  which  is  (»lled 
a  form  of  tack,  is  a  paper  to  which  they  did  apply  all  manner  of  solem- 
nities except  parties,  but  there  are  no  parties  to  it.  Notwithstanding 
it  was  executed  in  proper  form,  it  was  digested  in  proper  form  just 
as  if  it  was  a  binding  paper,  but  no  ^tarties  to  it.  It  is  called  a  form 
of  tack. 

"  Tenants  names  are  left  in  blank,  forms  are  left  in  blank ;  and  in 
other  respects  it  certainly  is  incapable  of  being  of  itself  an  instrument 
to  conyey  or  bind  in  any  manner  whatsoeyer. 

^'  My  Lords,  the  clauses  contained  in  it,  applying  as  they  do  to  a 
great  yariety  of  estates,  situate  in  di£Perent  parts  of  the  country, 
ought  to  haye  suggested  to  the  parties  that  took  any  one  of  these  forms 
under  the  clauses,  the  necessity  of  defining  them,  and  applying  them 
to  the  subject  so  taken.  For  example,  in  the  second  page  of  the  tack, 
jour  Lordships  will  find  this  sort  of  provision :  "  It  shall  be  compe- 
'*  tent  for  the  landlord  to  enter  for  the  purposes  of  taking  mines,  miner- 
"  als,  or  any  substance  whatever  off  the  farm."  It  neyer  was  their 
mtention  that  eyery  species  of  soil  should  be  liable  to  that  clause,  as, 
namely,  that  he  should  take  the  top  of  the  soil  to  make  a  garden  of. 
It  ought  in  that  respect  to  haye  been  reformed,  and  put  in  a  more  re- 
gular form.  He  might  also  sink  pits  for  the  purpose  of  getting  stone 
and  might  take  any  part  of  the  land  for  ,  grass  for  horses, 

andall*«this.* 

^  I  dare  say  some  of  those  estates  would  apply  to  that  sort  of  coye- 
nant,  but  it  is  clear  this  was  not  one  of  them,  and  the  tenant  had  no- 
thing to  do  with  it.  It  was  absurd  to  apply  those  clauses  which  were 
intended  only  for  the  farms  of  a  separate  nature,  and  for  other  parties, 
and  not  to  this  particular  farm  in  question. 
*'  The  next  clause  is  still  more  extraordinary.     The  landlord  is  at 
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liberty  to  take  any  part  of  the  farm,  without  limitation,  and  plant 
it,  besides  making  roads  and  water  conrses  over  it,  as  might  in 
their  own  nature  cause  a  great  extent  of  mischief*  He  may  take 
this,  and  yet  he  is  to  pay  a  sum,  provided  it  does  not  amount  to 
abore  10s.  an  acre  for  the  arable,  and  Is.  for  moor  land.  It 
happens,  upon  computation,  the  rent  of  the  land,  with  the  sereral 
possessions,  were  to  be  farmed  at  about  128.  an  acre,  the  consequence 
is,  if  he  is  to  take  the  arable  part,  and  pays  no  more  than  lOs.  he 
might  leave  the  tenant  under  an  obligation  to  pay  three  or  four  times 
the  value  of  the  estate ;  and  that  neither  was  in  the  contemplation  of 
the  landlord  to  expect,  nor  the  tenant  to  perform,  according  to  the 
several  articles.  It  was  intended  the  next  covenant  should  be  more 
regular.  The  next  article  has  raised  a  great  deal  of  doubt  in  my  mbd, 
not  only  how  to  understand  it,  but  even  to  understand  the  material 
clause  which  we  are  now  upon.  The  landlord  was  at  liberty,  as  I 
mentioned  before,  to  take  stones  from  any  part  of  this  farm,  to  build 
fences  and  plant  hedges  in  that  part  of  the  form,  the  party  only  reserv- 
ing the  liberty  to  the  landlord  to  quarry  and  take  stones  and  to  make 
hedges  upon  any  part  he  thought  proper.  It  was  no  more  than  a  li- 
berty upon  his  side.  There  is  a  clause,  I  don't  know  which,  but  it  re- 
lates to  the  enclosures  of  the  marches.  They  should  be  made  by  one 
of  them  paying  half  the  expense,  butwhich  is  to  make  it,  orisat  liberty 
to  make  it,  as  far  as  it  stands  upon  that  clause,  it  is  difficult  to  decide. 
<«  After  all  these  clauses  about  the  hedges,  there  is  one  sweeping 
clause :— That  either  party  shall  be  at  liberty  to  execute  what  is  de- 
manded, demanding  half  the  expense  from  the  other.  So  far  the 
clauses  are  left  asrebte  to  the  hedges,  and  so  far  as  relate  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  half.  It  appears  to  me,  it  was  in  contemplation  to  build 
or  form  fences ;  but  it  does  not  seem  to  infer  farther  but  that  each  party 
may  form  them  at  half  the  expense  of  the  other.  One  kind  of  obli- 
gation runs  through  the  whole  of  them;  they  are  to  be  laid  out  at  the 
right,  under  the  direction  of  the  landlord,  in  ten  equal  parts  as  near  ai 
may  be,  infield  and  outfield  in  each  of  the  marches,  and  •  ♦  • 
of  the  marches  *  *  and  other  conveniences  of  that  kind.  As  it  stands, 
upon  this  clause,  it  is  exceedingly  indistinct  and  doubtful  whether, 
in  point  of  fact,  these  breaks  have  been  laid  out  conformable  to 
those  rules,  or  whether,  in  point  of  fact,  they  could  be  so ;  bat 
undoubtedly,  if  this  form  of  tack,  which  purports  to  be  only  minutes 
of  an  agreement,  had  been  to  be  executed,  the  Court  of  Sesaon 
would  have  done  what  the  Court  of  Chancery  here  does  in  these 
cases,  when  there  is  a  suit  to  execute,  (an  agreement  which,  by  a 
loose  minute,  is  agreed  to  be  executed,)  by  taking  up  the  parttcnkr 
subjects  of  the  general  terms,  and  accommodating  them  to  the  sense 
of  those  general  terms,  and  making  distinct  obligatoiy  contracts,  ac- 
cording to  those  forms,  showing  what  was  meant.  At  the  same 
time,  I  don't  undertake  to  say  how  far  the  rest  of  the  terms  of  cul- 
tivation were  or  were  not  to  have  been  fulfilled  before  the  endosnres 
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were  made,  and  ia  that  part  of  the  country,  how  far  tome  of  the  exi-  1739. 
gencies  of  the  places  mentioned  ia  this  contract,  might  require  en-  _— 
closures,  as  the  premises  were  situated,  for  the  purpose  of  executing  stbatiun 
it  at  alL  But  when  you  come  to  the  most  material  point  that  relates 
to  this  form  of  tack,  it  runs  in  this  form.  (Your  Lordships  will  al- 
ways recollect  this  is  a  clause  which,  like  all  the  rest,  is  supposed  to  be 
applicable  in  a  general  way  to  all  the  farms  intended  to  be  the  object 
of  that  tack.)  **  In  regard  to  the  arable  land,  (which  I  suppose  to  be 
the  land  in  plough,  and  consequently  known  and  distinguished  to  be 
arable  land,)  ^*  with  such  contiguous  and  best  parts  of  the  muir  capa- 
'^  ble  of  tillage,  in  all  amounting  to  the  quantity  of  acres  of  the  said 
"  lands,  is  to  be  deemed  ploughable  and  improvable  lands.*' — Now, 
it  strikes  me,  and  I  cannot  get  rery  well  out  of  that  idea,  that  at  this 
moment  it  has  not  been  argued  in  the  papers  below,  nor  has  it  been 
argued  now  at  the  bar,  and  1  have  a  great  hesitation  and  a  great 
dislike  to  taking  up  a  conceit  in  a  cause  of  this  nature,  especially  in 
a  country  where  the  laws  are  not  so  familiar  to  me,  upon  the  reading 
of  the  papers;  but  upon  the  best  construction  I  am  able  to  make,  it 
appears  thus :  In  r^ard  to  all  these  farms,  it  was  plainly  in  the  con- 
templation of  the  parties,  that  they  were  not  all  to  be  arable.  It 
certainly,  on  the  other  hand,  does  not  exclude  the  possibility,  in  regard 
to  any  particular  farm,  that  the  whole  might  be  arable,  but  it  was 
clearly  never  in  their  contemplation,  that  the  whole  of  all  the  &rms 
would  be  arable ;  much  less  would  the  whole  of  it  be  in  the  other 
description,  contiguous  moor  land,  capable  of  being  turned  into  arable. 
It  was  agreed  between  the  parties,  as  the  basis  of  the  agreement, 
not  only  that  that  which  was  actually  arable,  but  that  the  contiguous 
moor  capable  of  being  made  arable,  should  be  ascertained  between 
them  at  the  time,  to  see  what  land  did  answer  that  sort  of  descrip- 
tion. Now,  my  Lords,  upon  this,  this  sort  of  difficulty  arises.  It  is 
exceedingly  plain  in  point  of  fact,  that,  preyious  to  the  tenant's  en- 
tering upon  the  estate,  no  idea  was  entertained  of  ascertaining  that ; 
so  that  he  actually  entered  upon  the  estate  before  it  was  known, 
adjudged,  and  understood  between  them  what  parts  were  to  be  ara- 
ble, imd  yet  I  take  it  to  be  clear  that,  till  that  was  ascertained,  such 
a  contract  as  this  could  not  arise,  but  still  so  are  the  terms  of  the 
contract. 

*'  I  will  not  trouble  you  at  present  further  upon  that  subject,  but 
will  go  on  to  consider  what  the  rest  of  the  instrument  signed  be- 
tween  the  parties  seems  to  import.  The  second  part  signed,  is  a 
schedule  tacked  to,  and  joined  on  to  the  form  of  tack  and  signed  by 
the  landlord ;  and  that  schedule  says,  ^'  what  is  contained  on  this  and 
•*  the  preceding  eleyen  pages,  is  the  form  of  a  tack  to  be  entered  into 
"  betwixt  the  forementioned  Thomas  Graham  and  the  several  ten- 
"  ants  of  the  lands  of  Luncartie,  Pitraurthiy,  Bridgeton,  Pitcairn, 
**  Ciaiginal  and  others,  on  the  east  of  the  water  of  Almond,  and  a- 
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"  nies  of  Williamaton  and  Gask,  lying  in  their  respectiTe  pariahei 

81RA110N  c(  3Q^  Sheriffdom  of  Perth,  and  referred  to  in  the  sereral  doc^peti 
«  after  mentioned,  signed  by^each  tenant,  of  the  respective  dates  pre- 
*'  fixed  to  their  sabscriptions.  And  it  is  hereby  declared,  that  the 
<<  respectiye  tenants^  by  subscribing  these  presents,  which  oompre- 
'^  hend  the  general  articles,  conditions,  and  regulations  of  manage- 
«  ment  of  the  whole  estate  before  mentioned,  with  the  term  of  entiy 
**  and  endorance  of  the  leases,  and  also  their  subscribing  the  respec- 
'<  tiye  docqnets  hereunto  annexed,  which  contains  the  several  fazmi 
bargained  for  by  each  tenant,  and  rent  payable  therefor,  do  here- 
by become  bound,  and  hereby  oblige  themselves  and  their  heirs  to 
'*  implement  and  perform  the  several  articles  in  the  form  of  a  tack, 
**'  before  engrossed  and  docquets  thereto  annexed,  and  tk  sign  a  for- 
"  mal  tack  of  the  respective  farms  allotted  to  each  tenant  in  terms 
*'  thereof,  when  required,  the  said  Thomas  Qraham  having  also  sab- 
**  scribed  the  same  in  consequence  of  the  obligation  therein  eonfaio- 
*<  ed  to  be  incumbent  on  his  part.'' 

"  When  you  read  this  instrument,  it  seems  to  me  to  be  exceed* 
ingly  plain  that,  upon  the  28th  of  March  1778»  which  was  the  time 
of  signing  it  by  the  tenant,  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  by  no 
means  that  he  should  go  directly  upon  the  estate,  and  enter  upon  oc- 
cupation of  it,  without  more  being  done ;  but  that  these  agreements, 
which  they  call  here  the  general  articles,  conditions,  and  regulations 
of  it,  should  be  applied  to  the  2nd  docquet,  and  when  so  apptied, 
and  reduced  to  the  form  of  an  instrument  upon  that  subject,  then 
and  then  only,  for  the  first  time,  it  should  be  binding  upon  the  par- 
ties. However,  the  fact  was,  it  was  signed  in  March  1778.  Tlie 
rest  of  the  docquet  referred  to  runs  in  this  way : — the  tenant  ssys, 
'*  I  do  hereby,  in  terms  of  the  preceding  form  of  tack,  signed  by  me 
*^  of  this  date  as  relative  hereto,  agree  to  take  a  tack  of  the  farm  of 
*'  Pitmurthly  for  nineteen  years  after  term  of  Whitsunday  next,  ss 
""  bounded  on  the  west  by  a  new  marked  road  on  Balinblair  march, 
*<  on  the  north  by  the  high  road  leading  to  Perth,  till  it  joins  the 
•<  north-west  comer  of  the  Fir  Park ;  then  the  south  side  of  the  nid 
•*  firs.  Billhead  houses,  &c.  south  side  of  the  old  fir  plantation,  till 
<<  it  joins  the  high  road  again.  On  the  east,  by  a  new  marked  rosd 
<^  dividing  it  from  Bogerton  pendicles,  excepting  the  kirk,  manse, 
<*  glebe,  houses  and  yards  at  Rogerton,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  24  bolls 
'<  of  oat  meal,  16  bolls  beer,  16  carriages,  16  hens,  the  keeping  ci  s 
*^  dog,  together  with  £5\  Sterling  for  the  first  9  years,  and  j^l  for 
<*  the  last  10  years  of  this  tack." — Then  there  comes  a  clause  of  the 
proprietor  allowing  £20  Sterling,  towards  putting  the  offices  in  re- 
pair.— ^If  necessary  to  observe  upon  that,  other  difficulties  might 
arise,  he  is  to  charge  it  upon  the  houses,  according  to  recorded  agree- 
ment  signed  by  him.  It  seems  to  me,  he  signed  no  such  inventoij, 
and  when  that  comes  to  be  liquidated  between  the  parties,  the  ssme 
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doabt  will  arise  as  has  arisen  upon  this.      The  sort  of  doabt  which       ^7^^- 
iias  arisen  upon  this*  is  on  the  second  part,  or  docquet  annexed  bj 
the  tenant,  which  sajs  he  has  taken  a  tack  according  to  the  ^rm. 
•—It  expressly  declares  that  the  general  regulation  of  the  whole  farm     gb  ahax. 
shall  be  looked  for  in  the  form  of  tack,  and  when  the  rent  to  be  paid 
for  that  farm  should  be  looked  for  in  the  second  part  of  the  tack, 
I  confess,  it  occurred  to  me  as  a  material  omission,  with  respect 
to  actions  now  pendingt  but  not  material  with  respect  to  others 
I  shall  mention  presently,  but  material  with  respect  to  the  action 
now  pending,  they  did  not  in  this  instrument,  to  which  intrument 
alone,  an  express  reference  is  made  for  the  rent  to  be  paid,  mention 
soch  additional  rents*  as  would  in  certain  cases  arise  upon  the  form 
of  tack.     And  if  you  are  not  to  look  to  the  form  of  tack  for  rent, 
bat  this  instrument  for  the  additional  rent ;  the  consequence  will 
be,  in  this  instrument  no  additional  rent  is  proyided  for  in  that  in- 
stance.— I  bare  been  the  less  anxious  upon  that,  because  I  hare 
not  any  doubt  in  the  world,  if  a  process  was  raised  for  the  purpose 
of  making  him  take  a  tack  under  the  inference  I  last  mentioned,  it 
would  be  arranged  by  the  Court,  and  applied  to  the  particular  sub- 
ject in  question.    I  hare  no  doubt  in  the  world,  all  these  proTisions 
respecting  the  occupations,  and  all  the  consequences  that  followed  in 
making  thoee  provisions,  would  have  been  there  inserted ;  the  doubt 
I  entertained  was,  if  it  could  be  deemed  to  be  inserted  as  it  '^now 
stood,  and  more  particularly  show  what  land  these  coyenants  should 
be  said  to  apply  to ;  considering  the  whole,  there  was  not  in  this 
tack,  or  minnte>  xht  form  of  tack,  or  any  writing  agreed  on  all  hands, 
(though  the,  agreement  might  be   homologated,)   any  agreement 
to  show  what  part  of  this  estate  shall  be  the  subject  matter  of 
those  oorenants ;  they  allude  to  a  form  of  tack  which  imports  that 
part  of  it  will  not  be  the  subject  of  the  covenants,  and  what  is  more 
material  still,  it  supposes  that  part  that  is  material  is  to  be  fixed  in 
acres  and  numbered  as  the  pert  to  be  applied  to  the  subject.     Upon 
this  also  I  should  conceive  doubts,  if  the  suit  was  raised  to  make 
that  part  of  the  tack  implemented,  and  the  parties  considered  the 
truth  of  the  &ct  upon  which  they  are  at  issue,  one  saying  the 
whole  of  23  acres  particularly  muir  land,  the  other  saying  not  rouir 
land,  how  is  it  to  be  known,  unless  they  will  examine  that  fact  ? 
The  truth  of  this  is,  the  Lord  Advocate  pressed  me  very  much 
with  the  authority  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  nobody  will  expect   I 
should  doubt  upon  the  authority  of  that  great  judge,  if  that  had  been 
so,  nobody  has  a  greater  deference  to  his  judgment  than  I  have ;  I 
believe  him  as  honest,  just,  and  learned  a  man  as  ever  sat  on  the 
Bench.     He  observed  in  the  end,  the  landlord  is  •  to  pay,  and  the 
landlord  is  like  to  get  little  or  nothing.     He  thought,  by  giving 
damages  beyond  the  extent,  or  coming  down  to  the  time  the  de- 
cree was  reversed,  he  would  have  put  an  end  to  the  contest  between 
the  parties.    I  wish  it  had  bound  them^  or  this  appeal  had  been  cut 
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off  by  it,  but  not  being  so,  jour  Lordships  will  be  obliged  to 
determine  npon  what  appears  to  be  alleged,  and  not  upon  any 
other  subject  whatever.      I  own  I  should  have  thought  the  onljr 
process  that   could   hare   been   raised    with    effect^   would  hare 
been  to  compel  the  tenant  to  take  a  tack,  in  so  strict,  distinct, 
and  regular  a  form,  that  there  could  be  no  doubt  in  the  world  whk 
the  effect  of  those  coyenants  were.       In  looking    back    to   the 
text  book  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  it  is  unavoidable  to  obsene, 
that  a  case  in  which  such  additional  rent  must  arise,  must  be 
distinct  and  clear;  and  the  thing  to  be  imputed  to  the   tenant, 
must  be  a  wilful,  deliberate  breach  of  terms  he  has  clearly  and  fairly 
entered  into.     Suppose  that  to  be  the  case,  those  difficulties  will  re- 
main.   In  the  first  place,  from  what  time  shall  those  rents  become 
due  ?     I  confess,  myself,  I  thought  it  rather  wonderful  any  doubt 
should  be  raised  upon  that,  considering  the  terms  c^the  clause.    The 
terms  are,  the  tenant  shall  enter  upon  the  estate.    The  deed  in  the 
form  of  the  tack,  your  Lordships  will  observe,  was  signed  in  Mardi 
17769  an<^  calculated  therefore  for  tenants  entering  upon  the  estate 
in  the  course  of  the  year  1777 »   ancl  then  the  tenant  was  to  enter 
and  pass  into  the  houses  and  yards  at  Whitsunday  to  the  pas- 
tures, and  not  to  enter  to  the  arable  land  till  the  com  crop  should 
be  reaped  at  the  end  of  the  year,  and  to  pay  the  rent  of  £51  steriing 
for  the  first  nine  years,  and  £00  steriing  for  the  last  ten  years  of  the 
tack,  that  was  payable  at  Martinmas  the  1 1  th  of  November.    Hie 
consequence  would  have  been,  when  the  form  of  tack  was  signed,  no 
doubt,  he  must  have  entered  upon  it  in  1777*     Suppose  he  entered 
in  1777i  the  next  question  is,  how  the  five  years  shall  ]fe  computed? 
it  is  said  here,  after  five  years  from  entering  upon  this  tack.     I  con- 
ceive it  impossible  to  compute  those  five  years  as  to  the  mode  of  com- 
putation or  contracts  made  upon  that.     If  he  had  entered  at  the 
latter  end  of  1777*  and  continued  till  the  year  1783,  the  commence- 
ment  of  1783  was  the  commencement  of  the  6th  year  that  he  would 
have  entered  on  the  estate,  in  that  way  he  signs  one  on  the  28th  of 
March  1778.   You  will  never  say  the  dates  of  a  mere  form,  to  which 
this  refers,  can  be  controlling  dates  of  the  tack  to  be  taken  under  it, 
if  he  entered  in  1776>  be  would  lose  the  first  ten  years,  which  was 
never  the  intention  under  the  form  of  tack  and  this  deed  of  177^ 
The  rent  does  not  run  in  1 777>  the  first  rent  is  to  be  paid  expressly 
upon  Midsummer  1778,  the  next  at  Martinmas  1778.  .  That  was 
right,  his  tenant  was  not  to  have  the  substantial  occupation  of  the 
farm ;  and  the  entering  upon  the  yards  and  houses,  was  to  prepare 
for   the  occupation   of  the  farm ;  it  was  not  intended  to  charge 
him  for  that ;  but  he  was  to  pay  the  first  rent  for  the  first  year  after 
entering,   that   was,  the  succeeding  year  to  the  entry,  the   latter 
end  of  1777*     The   consequence  of  that  will   be,  the  first  rent 
will  be  due  upon  Midsummer  i770»  instead  of  Midsummer  1778* 
Now,  all  those  additional  rentS;  which  appear  stipulated  by  the  form 
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of  tack,  are  to  be  paid  with  the  main  repts,  or  to  be  paid  upon  the 
same  terms  with  the  main  rents.  Suppose  this  to  have  been,  as  it 
ought  to  have  been,  the  tenant  would  appear,  in  the  beginning  of 
1784,  not  to  have  five  of  the  said  brakes,  consisting  of  half  of  the  old 
infield,  and  half  of  the  old  outfield,  laid  down  in  sown  grass,  five 
might,  or  three  might ;  and,  in  respect  to  those  in  tillage  of  another 
kind,  instead  of  sown  grass,  he  would  have  been  obliged,  on  Whit- 
sunday 1779,  to  pay  40s.  an  acre.  The  first  additional  rent  he  was 
to  pay  at  all  (and  he^vas  to  pay  none  of  the  additional  rent  till  then) 
was  after  the  first  five  years,  which  would  have  been  1734,  and  up-, 
on  the  11th  November  following,  another  additional  rent  would  be 
d«e. 

"  In  this  process,  before  the  1 1th  November  1784,  it  seems  abun- 
dantly clear,  no  breaches  as  to  tillage  could  be  assigned  discoverable 
by  this  process,  but  those  between  the  1st  of  January  1784,  and  be- 
fore the  llth  November  1784,  and  these  were  breaches  as  to 
the  regular  payments  of  the  rent,  and  what  is  still  worse  in 
this  cause,  these  parties  have  published  five  hundred  and  odd 
sheets  of  Che  judgment,  and  in  a  variety  of  allegations,  there 
does  not  appear  one  allegation  of  the  quantity  of  land  that 
onght  to  be  put  under  this  routine  of  tillage,  neither  alleging 
the  whole  farm  nor  any  particular  quantity  to  be  put  in  tillage* 
The  process  only  alleges  he  was  in  the  practice  of  neglecting 
all  his  agreements,  therefore,  concludes  he  ought  to  pay  a  certain 
sam  of  money.  The  value  of  the  houses  erected  upon  it  is  a 
thbg  upon  which  they  have  never  yet  agreed.  It  appears  to  me,  if 
we  are  now  desired  to  do  that  which  the  Court  below  never  though^ 
of  doing,  down  to  the  time  of  the  decree,  and  long  after  it  was  made, 
there  are  no  such  materials  pointed  out  to  me,  upon  which  it  would 
be  possible  for  your  Lordships  to  say  what  number  of  40s.,  or  whether 
any  number  of  40s.  has  been  incurred  upon  this  alleged  breach  of 
the  lease.  Supposing  this  to  be  the  state  of  the  case,  I  have  a  great 
difficulty  in  desiring  your  Lordships  to  close  up  that  point  concerning 
which  I  have  been  desirous  to  form  the  best  opinion  I  could,  and  think 
that  this  should  be  so  ascertained  that  any  judgment  pronounced 
might  stand  as  a  regular  judgment  upon  record.  I  therefore  shall  move 
your  Lordships  not  to  assoilzie*  the  appellant  from  the  additional  rent, 
but  remit  the  cause  back  to  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland,  to  en- 
quire and  find  what  number  of  acres  the  defender  became  bound  to 
cultivate  in  the  manner  set  forth  in  the  form  of  tack  mentioned  in  the 
libel,  afler  the  first  five  years  of  the  tack  therein  mentioned,  and  what 
number  of  such  acres  were  cultivated  in  any  manner  contrary  to  the 
said  agreement,  and  whether  any  and  what  sum  of  additional  rents 
beyond  the  anniuil  sum  of  £51  was  incurred,  and  became  due  before 
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the  24th  of  NoTember  1734,  when  the  somiuoiiB  in  queBtion  was 
raised,  and  whether  any,  with  what  part  thereof  now  remains  due.  I 
put  in  the  last  clause  upon  this  account,  your  Lordships  will  not  be 
inclined  to  decide  in  the  appellate  jurisdiction  for  the  first  time,  with- 
out evidence  of  receipts  having  been  given  for  rent  down  to  Martin* 
mas  1784.  It  was  argued,  and  with  justice,  those  receipts  may  be 
given  for  liquidated  sums,  but  not  to  prevent  their  demanding  addi- 
tional rent.  I  agree,  if  given  so  nomine,  which  I  find  was  the  Tery 
case  referred  to  the  other  day,  when  I  was  not^so  able  to  speak  to 
it ;  but  suppose  you  receive  the  rent,  the  landlord  goes  on  ten  yean 
receiving  rent  every  Martinmas,  without  demand  for  the  ulterior  rent, 
that  would  be  evidence  that  it  was  not  paid  for  the  additional  rent. 
If  there  are  any  receipts  to  produce,  it  is  necessary  they  should  pro- 
duce them,  if  not  so,  we  shall  hear  no  more  of  them.  As  to  the 
action,  which  must  be  brought  de  novo^  I  do  not  believe,  after  this 
thing  is  thoroughly  sifted  and  enquired  into,  that  they  will  doubt  that 
the  best  manner  of  arranging  this  matter  between  landlord  and  tenant, 
will  be  to  have  a  tack  added  to  the  former,  to  make  it  regular  and  fit; 
and  I  own,  as  far  as  one  can  talk  beyond  the  cause,  I  have  a  wish 
the  tenant  should  come  under  that  regulation.  It  is  a  hard  thing  for 
a  landlord  to  get  a  tenant  upon  his  estate,  that  has  broke  his  covenants 
and  held  him  at  defiance,  not  being  able  to  pay  for  the  breach  of  his 
covenants.     I  hope  he  will  be  able  to  recover  upon  it." 


Lord  Viscount  Stormont  : — 

'^  After  what  has  been  stated  by  the  noble  and  learned  Lordlthat 
there  was  a  great  question  involved  in  this  cause,  which  is  now  perfectly 
at  rest ;  it  is  chiefly  with  a  view  to  that  that  I  now  presume  to  de- 
tain your  Lordships  for  a  moment,  because  it  certainly  would  have 
been  a  thing  of  infinite  consequence  to  every  landholder  in  Scotland, 
if  there  bad  been  in  the  breast  of  any  man  of  legal  knowledge,  but 
above  all  in  the  breast  of  the  noble  and  learned  lord  who  has  just 
sat  down,  any  doubt  or  hesitation  with  regard  to  that  which  was  not 
much  argued  here,  but  had  been  argued  below,  namely.  Whether 
stated  damages,  by  way  of  additional  rent,  in  the  form  of  quit  rent  be- 
tween the  two  parties,  came  under  the  nature  of  that  penalty  from 
which,  by  a  Court  of  Equity,  they  would  be  relieved.*  The  noble  and 
learned  lord  did  take  up  that  point,  (and  I  heard  it  with  great  satis- 
faction, at  a  very  early  opportunity,  the  first  time  I  attended  this  causes 
his  Lordship  state  there  could  be  no  doubt  upon  that  point),  he 
has  now  delivered  in  the  most  explicit  manner,  and  entertained  no 
doubt  upon  the  subject,  and  so  clear  upon  it  as  not  to  think  it  neces- 
sary for  counsel  for  the  respondent  to  enter  into  it  at  large.  With  re- 
spect to  the  other  points,  which  are  comparatively  called,  and  proper- 


•  It  was  much  argued  in  the  Court  of  Session,  Whether  the  additional  rent 
was  due  ex  ctmtractUy  or  by  way  of  penalty.  If  the  latter,  it  was  subject  to 
modificatirn  ;  if  the  former,  the  whole  rents  were  due. 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.. 


135 


Ij  called  speciality,  I  shall  not  yentoie  to  enlarge  upon,  hot  only  state 
the  manner  in  which,  it  strikes  me,  from  the  little  experience  I  have 
had  occasionally  in  matters  of  this  kind.    I  have  heard  of  many  agree* 
ments  so  &ir,  of  a  similar  nature,  but  I  hope  more  accurately  drawn* 
bat  I  will  state  in  a  yery  few  words  what  I  think  of  this  informal  a- 
greement,  as  I  conceive  it  to  have  been.     I  do  apprehend  in  that  a- 
greement  there  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  extent  of  the  ploughable 
ground,  and  the  difficulty  and  confusion  has  arisen  from  making  use  of 
the  word  arable,  which,  as  the  Solicitor-General  veiy  properly  stated, 
was  something  equivocal,  and  sometimes  meant  one  thing  and  some- 
times another.  But  I  apprehend  the  whole  purport  of  this  agreement 
to  have  been  in  this  form  of  tack,  a  kind  of  general  agreement,  which 
is  very  inaccurately  drawn,  but  in  that  mode  all  the  clauses  were 
to  refer  to  the  tenant:  Thus  there  were  to  be  ten  divisions  of  plough- 
able  ground.    I  use  the  word  ploughable  in  the  strictest  view  of  arable, 
ploughable,  and  improveable.    I  apprehend  what  has  been  done  in  this 
case,  has  been  done  veryfrequently  in  improveable  ground;  where  there 
is  a  good  deal  of  moor  ground,  the  landlord  mak^s  a  separation  accord- 
ing to  the  different  nature  of  his  land,  for  there  is  a  great  deal  plough- 
able,  and  improveable  for  very  good  purpose,  and  a  great  deal 
not  improveable  in  any  way,  but  by  way  of  plantations,  but  I  conceive 
that  it  was  marked  out  by  the  division  ;    and  if  I  can  state  it  to 
your  Lordships  with  a  very  few  words,  my  reasoning  upon  it  is  this. 
It  will  appear  that  the  intended  improvement  required  a  certain  ro- 
tation, and  a  division  of  theground^into  ten  improveable  parts, — that 
division  was  made  in  the  manner  marked  out  in  the  cause,  and  made 
in  the  presence  of  the  tenant,  soon  after  the  tenant  took  possession, 
and  at  a  time  when  it  cannot  be  supposed,  as  I  conceive,  that  he  had 
any   deliberate  purpose  of  breaking  the  conditions  of  this  lease. 
Now,  supposing  him  to  understand  the  terms  referred  to  in  that  form 
of  a  lease, — to  understand  the  nature  of  the  obligations  he  entered 
into,  and  was  disposed  bona  fide  to  abide  by  the  terms  of  agree- 
ment.   The  very  first  thing  that  could  have  occurred  to  him  possessed 
,of  the  idea,  was  this,  that  it  was  absolutely  necessary  there  should  be 
a  division,  and  to  make  ten  allotments  of  improveable  ground,  to  en- 
able him  to  perform  the  conditions  of  this  lease.     In  that  division,  a 
proportion  is  allotted  for  such  ground  as  the  counsel   at  your  bar 
stated  to  be  incapable  of  being  ploughed,  and  stated  to  be  incapable 
of  any  improvement  whatever.    Would  not  he  have  said.  You  make 
such  an  allotment  as  puts  me  under  an  absolute  impossibility  of  ful- 
filling the  conditions  of  the  lease.     It  occurs  to  me  the  lease,  I  call  it 
so,  the  form  of  lease  referred  to,  did  require  a  certain  rotation,  which 
was  impossible,  unless  there  was  an  allotment  of  ten  divisions  improve- 
able ground,  according  to  the  manner  in  which  it  was  agreed  at  the  bar, 
and  since  stated  by  the  noble  and  learned  lord,  as  matter  of  doubt  at 
least,  whether  the  moor  was  improveable  or  not.    Suppose  for  a  mo- 
ment, in  argument  it  was  not  improveable,  and  the  tenant  disposed 
to  abide  by  the  agreement  bona  fide,  it  was  proper  to  him  to  have 
said,  what  you  are  doing  is  preposterous;  you  make  but  nine  allot- 
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ments,  and  you  should  make  ten.  I  am  under  an  absolate  impossi- 
bilitj  of  performing  m j  contract,  if  you  don't  sabdivide  it  in  order  to 
make  them  ten.  It  is  not  pretended  he  made  8ach  objection,  or  anj 
objection  at  the  time  this  division  was  made.  Now,  as  to  the  other 
part,  the  noble  and  learned  lord  seemed  to  doabt,  whether  enclosures 
were  not  a  necessary  part  of  this  agreement ;  it  was  yery  natural  that 
should  occur  to  any  man  who  takes  his  ideas  of  agriculture  from  the 
ira  proved  state  in  which  it  is  in  this  country,  there  is  no  doubt,  that 
the  performance  of  the  stipulation  would  have  been  much  more  easy, 
and  much  more  profitable,  and  very  feasible  upon  the  whole ;  bat,  ia 
the  imperfect  state  of  agriculture  in  Scotland,  we  are  frequently  cod- 
tented  with  what  is  called  breaks  : — A  word  that  I  believe  is  com- 
mon, to  Berkshire  as  well  as  to  Scotland,  and  marks  the  division  in 
which  the  enclosures  are^to  follow  the  land ;  but  you  don*t  make  them 
to  mark  the  line  of  boundary  without  a  wall,  which  does  answer  to  a 
degree  the  purpose,  but  does  not  answer  it  so  well  as  an  enclosure 
would  do  ;  but  I  believe  there  are  many  here  more  acquainted  with 
the  business  than  I  am.  There  are  many  divisions  of  land,  where  the 
separation  is  only  marked  by  a  kind  of  ideal  boundary,  without  any 
fence  whatever.  In  regard  to  another  point,  much  agitated  at  the  bar, 
I  do-  own  that  it  appears  to  me  as  clear  in  evidence  as  anything  in  fi- 
gures can  be,  that  the  additional  rent  can  only  commence  in  the  year 
1 784,  that  there  cannot  be  a  real  claim  for  additional  rent  in  the  year 
1783.  There  might  have  been  a  claim  for  damages,  but  not  for  ad- 
ditional rent.  I  conceive,  that  what  the  tenant  was  bound  to  perform 
was  this,  that  the  ground  should  be  laid  down  in  sown  grass  in  the 
year  1 783.  I  should  have  doubted  very  much  whether  he  could  have 
been  held  to  have  performed  his  contract,  if  he  had  laid  it  down  in 
grass  in  the  end  of  1 783,  because  the  words  are,  it  ought  to  have 
been  laid  down  in  sown  grass  in  the  year  1783." 


"Lord  Chancellor: — 

"  The  words  are,"  *'  By  the  end  of  the  first  five  years  of  this  tack, 
*•*  and  thereafter  during  the  currency  of  the  same,  and  at  the  end  there* 
"  of,  or  his  removal,  to  have  one  half  of  the  said  arable  land,  or  five  of 
*'  the  said  breaks,  consisting  of  half  of  the  old  infield,  and  half  of  the 
*'  old  outfield,  to  be  in  grass  sown  out  with  grass  seeds  as  after  men- 
*<  tioned.*'  My  Lord,  if  he  had  sown  at  that  period  of  the  year  it 
might  have  been  different." 

"  Lord  Stormont  : — 

^'  The  idea  of  the  landlord  and  the  tenant,  at  this  time  was*  it  should 
be  sown  in  the  springs  in  the  usual  way  of  sowing  grass  in  Scotland, 
when  you  sow  it  with  oats.  What  my  great  diflSculty  is,  is  with  respect 
to  what  is  now  before  us.  I  certainly  shall  not  dire<;tly  object  to 
your  Lordship's  motion,  or  to  what  comes  from  so  great  and  so  spe- 
cial an  authority  ;  but  I  had  considerable  difficulty  in  reversing  the 
decree  of  the  Court  of  Session^  and  I  should  wish  that  it  had  been 
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modified :  for  the  noble  and  learned  lord  said,  that  it  can  as  easily  be  1789' 
settled  in  point  of  fact.  The  noble  lord  seemed  to  saj^  where  is  the 
Dumber  of  acres  specified  ?  Now,  I  do  apprehend  in  some  part  (I  have 
not  bad  the  patience  the  noble  lord  has  in  reading  the  whole  of  these  gbaham . 
volaminous  papers),  but  I  do  conceive,  I  heard  it  at  the  bar,  not  ar- 
gaed  bj  counsel ;  but  in  some  part  of  the  original  papers,  there  is  a 
demand  of  80  acres  as  half  of  the  fiinn.  Now,  that  is  very  hirly 
specified,  they  name  particularly  the  number  of  acres  in  point  of  fact 
— they  claim  for  80  acres  qualified  as  one  half  part  of  that  farm. 

**  I  have  no  doubt  your  Lordships  will  do  that  which  the  regularity 
and  order  of  your  proceedings,  and  the  attention  that  is  due  to 
all  the  forms  of  justice  shall  warrant ;  but  I  am  afraid  that  even 
now,  by  the  mode  proposed,  no  good  will  follow.  What  1  appre- 
hend as  the  mischief  to  arise  from  this  mode  of  proceeding,  that 
there  will  be  a  very  considerable  additional  expense  incurred  :  and 
it  was  remarkable  what  was  thrown  out  at  the  bar  in  defence  of  the 
appellant,  that  he  being  in  such  a  situation  that  any  additional  ex* 
pense  should  be  matter  of  indifference  to  him,  because,  though  ex- 
penses are  completely  denied  to  him,  it  cannot  affect  him. 

"*"  It  seems  to  me  to  be  a  thing  much  to  be  wished — it  should  be 
the  earnest  wish  if  possible,  to  avoid  putting  it  into  that  shape,  which 
will  be  ruinous  to  him  who  certainly  is  in  the  right.  It  is  said,  as 
I  conceive,  in  that  respect  it  would  be  much  more  serious  to  him  than 
to  the  appellant,  he  will  be,  by  the  principle  laid  down  by  the  Court 
of  Session,  decreed  to  pay  a  much  larger  sum,  because,  for  the  same 
reason,  what  applies  to  1784  will  apply  to  ]  785  and  1786,  and  so 
on,  and  thus  there  will  he  a  very  considerable  expense  incurred  by 
it  A  decree  against  the  appellant,  which  decree,  though  it  shall 
oblige,  as  far  as  it  can,  the  appellant  to  pay  a  much  larger  sum,  per- 
haps three  times  the  sum  now  decreed  against  him,  will  be  no 
reid  benefit  to  the  pursuer,  (respondent),  because  the  appellant  is  a 
pauper  and  a  ruined  man, — he  states  himself  to  be  such,  and  what  I 
contend  is,  in  my  apprehension,  a  most  unfavourable  circumstance  an- 
nexed to  the  ruinous  state  and  spirit  of  litigation,  that  he  builds  his 
hopes  upon,  the  certainty  that  no  damages — that  no  decree  against 
hiiQ,  can  affect  him  in  any  respect  whatever,  or  be  of  any  advantage 
to  the  original  pursuer.  Thia  is  the  light  in  which  that  subject  has  ap- 
peared to  me.  I  beg  your  Lordships'  pardon  for  having  stated  the 
opinion  that  occurred  to  me.  I  certainly  don't  object  to  the  mode 
now  proposed  by  the  noble  and  learned  lord,  though  it  was  the  wish 
of  my  mind  some  other  methods,  which  would  have  led  more  rapidly 
to  substantial  definitive  justice — namely,  by  modifying  the  decree, 
and  confining  it  to  £160  instead  of  £200  additional  rent,  that  the 
tenant  has  occurred  for  mislabour  in  the  year  1784.*' 

"  Lord  CnANCELLOR: — 

'*  The  noble  and  learned  lord  has  certainly  made  me  more  satisfied 
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1789.  than  I  was  before,  in  respect  of  having  formed  this  resolution  I  have 
proposed  to  your  Lordships,  which  has  shnt  up  no  point  against  them. 
I  haTe  taken  as  much  pains  as  in  my  power  to  make  it  oonrespond 
GRAB  AH.  exactly  with  the  views  of  the  great  point  the  gentlemen  were  oblig- 
ed to  contend  upon,  as  it  appears  at  the  bar,  and  in  all  probability  did 
so  in  the  Court  below,  trying  to  find  out  those  facts  alleged  and  prov- 
ed throughout  the  whole  of  the  case,  to  make  it  impossible  to  assign 
the  particular  damages  that  ought  to  be  given ;  and  being  clear  the 
Court,  in  giving  those  damages,  did  not  go  by  a  rule  of  that  sort,  nor 
find  themselves  within  the  terms  of  the  contract,  I  can  assure  your 
Lordships  neither  myself,  nor  with  any  assistance,  by  all  the  questions 
I  could  put  to  the  bar,  could  I  find  out  those  terms  upon  which  that 
calculation  could  be  made.  The  noble  lord  has  mentioned  a  great 
number  of  topics,  and  argued  them  very  ably,  and  has  raised  doubts, 
and  if  any  of  your  Lordships  have  entertained  those  doubts,  I  wish- 
ed to  have  them  stated,  and  as  those  contracts  go  to  a  great  number 
of  other  estates,  I  think  it  would  be  advantageous  it  should  be  so 
settled.  If  he  thinks  proper  to  go  on  with  his  tenant  he  will  be  oblig* 
ed  to  raise  a  process  for  subsequent  years ;  and  to  confine  the  process 
as  it  ought  to  be,  1  would  undertake  to  draw  in  the  compass  of  40  out 
of  that  502  sheets,  all  the  material  allegations.  They  never  begin  with 
proving  nor  end  in  alleging.  I  will  undertake  to  draw  my  conclu- 
sions to  be  formed  in  that  libel  that  ought  to  be  the  beginning  of  the 
subject,  within  40  sheets.  I  should  suppose  this,  by  the  manner  of 
the  proceedings  obliged  them  to  come  to  a  more  formal  tack,  I  should 
think  they  would  rather  begin  with  subsequent  years,  than  waste 
money  upon  what  it  is  suggested  the  enquiry  does  go  to,  that  except 
the  mere  stating  of  the  instrument,  nothing  more  has  been  done  to 
elucidate  the  conclusious  that  ought  to  be  drawn.  I  really  thought 
there  was  a  great  deal  of  ground  respecting  the  manner  of  agriculture; 
it  was  laying  the  ground  to  contend  those  should  be  actual  endosures. 
I  observe,  among  other  articles,  the  landlord  has  reserved  to  himself 
the  right  of  enclosing  grounds  if  he  pleased,  or  that  the  tenant  should 
enclose,  and  he  should  pay  half.  I  apprehend,  that  liberty  which  he 
has  reserved  to  himself  related  to  the  enclosures  of  lands  when  he  in- 
tended to  charge  the  other  party  with  one  moiety,  1  rather  believe  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  landlord  to  leave  the  tenant  to  make  the  enclo- 
sures and  pay  for  it  at  the  end  of  the  time,  or  for  the  landlord  to  make 
them,  and  charge  the  tenant  half,  and  fix  him  with  several  articles  to 
be  enclosed.  The  noble  lord  says  truly,  that  the  tenant  himself  alleges 
that  certain  grounds  were  scored  out  to  be  enclosed  in  that  manner.  I 
wish  that  we  may  make  no  innovation  in  the  law  of  Scotland  with 
respect  to  grounds  that  he  held.  If  by  tack  land  be  taken  for  more 
than  one  year,  all  the  agreements  must  be  in  writing.  I  conceive, 
what  succeeded  the  scoring  out  the  ground  in  the  presence  of  the  ten- 
ant and  by  order  of  the  landlord  to  amount  in  point  of  legal  condn- 
sion,  to  nothing  more  than  an  agreement  between  them  in  the  coun- 
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tiy,  (hat  such  and  such  was  the  extent  of  the  ground  that  was  to  he 
the  sabject  of  their  covenants.      Undouhtedl  j,  it  is  to  be  wished  gxa^TioH 
thej  could  hare  a  judgment  in  the  regular  form  that  must  hare  r. 

the  efiect  of  a  yerdict.     If  he  lets  this  land  at  12  shillings  an  acre,     «»^«^«' 
you  would  never  insist  he  should  take  10  shillings.     The  regular 
coarse  would  be  to  make  a  formal  tack  of  the  matter,  mentioning  the 
tenns:  as,  Ist  What  was  the  agreement  of  the  party  for  the  land 
subjected  to  this  particular  tillage  ?  2nd.  How  much  the  tenant  did 
mislabour  ?  and,  3.  How  much  was  due  ?  Thus  computing  the  acres 
that  turn  out  for  that  mislabour.  .  Those  terms  I  don't  believe  will 
rise  to  the  extent  the  noble  lord  imagines.      I  flatter  myself,  when 
reduced  to  points  like  this,  they  will  not  go  to  that  immense  ex- 
pense the  J  have  gone  through,  there  is  no  evidence  in  all  that  judg* 
ment  on  those  points ;  and  to  be  sure  these  facts  must  be  ascertained. 
On  the  other  hand,  I  am  very  ready  to  say,  if  I  could  find  a  single  acre 
specifically  brought  within  the  description  proposed,   I  would  give 
him  40  shillings  for  that,  and  it  would  be  of  more  advantage  to  the 
gentleman  to  take  40  shillings  than  nothing  at  all.     In  point  of  fact, 
it  seems  to  be  of  no  consequence  what  he  gets  here,  as  the  appellant 
comes  as  a  pauper — no  other  costs  will  be  incurred  hereafter  to  him — 
it  does  not  seem  very  material  what  your  Lordships  give  now.      If  I 
were  to  allow  myself  to  form  a  judgment  upon  this  case,  abstractly 
from  the  allegations  and  proofs,  judging  of  it  respecting  him,  as  far 
as  I  am  able,  he  would  not  do  a  thing  contrary  to  general  justice.    I 
enter  into  his  feelings ;  the  gentleman  has  been  exceedingly  ill  used 
upon  this  case,  by  putting  it  off  to  be  argued — If  I  could  raise  the 
point  otherwise  I  should, — but  I  don't  think  it  worth  while  for  the 
gentleman  himself." 

It  was  therefore  ordered  that  the  interlocutors  complain- 
ed of  be  reversed,  and  that  the  cause  be  remitted 
back  to  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland,  to  find  what 
number  of  acres  the  defender  became  bound  to  culti- 
vate in  the  manner  set  forth  in  the  form  of  tack  men- 
tioned in  the  libel,  after  the  first  five  years  of  the  tack 
therein  mentioned,  and  what  number  of  acres  were  cul- 
tivated contrary  to  the  said  agreement ;  and  what  sum 
of  additional  rent,  beyond  the  annual  sum  of  £51,  was 
incurred  and  became  due  before  the  24th  November 
1784,  when  the  summons  in  question  was  raised,  and 
what  part  thereof  now  remains  due. 

For  Appellant,  William  Adaniy  William  Alexander. 
For  Respondent,  Sir  J,  Scott,  Robert  Blair,  A.  Cullm. 
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[Mor.  7928.] 


MITCBBLL 

r.  ' 

oFFicKBB  ow  Rev.  Mr.  Mitchell,  Minister  of  the  United  ) 

Parishes  of  Ting  wall,  Whitness,  &c.         J  Appellants; 


bTAT£. 


Officers  of  State, 


Respondents. 


House  of  Lords,  22d  May  1789. 

Augmentation  of  Stipend — Jurisdiction. — ^^Held,  that  the  Court 
of  Session,  granting  once  an  augmentation  to  a  minister  of  the 
parish,  is  not  precluded,  as  Commissioners  of  Teinds,  from  after- 
wards granting  a  second  augmentation, — this  being  within  the 
jurisdiction  and  powers  of  modification  conferred  on  the  Court. 

The  appellant,  minister  of  the  populous  and  extensive  pa< 
rish  of  Tingwall,  &c.  in  the  northern  extremity  of  Scotland, 
enjoyed  only  a  stipend  of  1000  merks,  (£55.  lis.  1^.  ster- 
ling), together  with  £5  for  communion  elements,  applied  for 
an  augmentation  of  stipend,  in  the  usual  way,  to  the  Court  of 
Teinds  in  Scotland ;  and  the  question  of  law  raised  in  his 
application  was,  Whether  a  decret  pronounced  by  the  pre- 
sent Court  of  Commission  for  Plantation  of  Eirks  and  Valua- 
tion of  Teinds,  by  which  the  stipend  was  modified,  on  a  for- 
mer occasion,  to  a  minister  of  the  established  church,  pre- 
cludes that  Court  from  taking  cognizance,  at  any  future  pe- 
riod, pf  the  situation  of  the  parish,  and  of  again  modifying 
a  stipend,  suited  to  the  alteration  of  circumstances  which 
may  have  taken  place  since  the  former  decree  of  modifica- 
tion was  pronounced  ?  Or  whether,  notwithstanding  such 
former  decret  of  modification,  the  Court  may  again  resume 
the  consideration  of  the  situation  of  the  parish  ? 

It  was  objected,  that  the  Court  of  Session  had  no  juris- 
diction to  modify  a  second  stipend,  because,  having 
once  exercised  the  powers  of  augmentation,  conferred  and 
modified  a  stipend  to  the  minister  of  the  parish,  tne  powers 
of  the  Court  were  completely  exhausted,  so  as  to  preclude 
them  from  again  considering  the  circumstances  of  the  parish, 
Feb.  21,1787.  and  modifying  a  new  stipend.  The  Court,  of  these  dates, 
Julj  4,  1787.  dismissed  the  process. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant.— The  decret  arbitral  of  King 
Charles  the  First,  had  in  view,  not  only  to  relieve  the  land- 
owners from  the  oppression  of  the  titulars;  but  likewise  to 
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eecure  to  the  clergy  such  stipends  as  might  enable  them  to       ^789. 

live  in  a  manner  becoming  the  sitoation  in  which  they  were    

placed.     Accordingly,  ample  powers  of  augmentation  were         o. '^'' 
conferred  on  the  Commissioners  for  Plantation  of  Kirks  and  offfcbbs  of 
Valuation  of  Teinds,  and  they  were  not  fettered  by  any     •''^''«- 
limitations  with  respect  to  the  maximum  of  stipends,  in  the 
same  manner  as  all  former  commissions  had  been,  and  the 
limitation  for  which  the  respondents  contend  is  altogether 
inconsistent  with  the  spirit  and  intention  of  the  decrees  ar- 
bitral pronounced  by  Charles  the  First,  and  the  Commission 
1633,  c.  19.    It  iSf  besides,  inconsistent  with  the  words  of 
the  yarious  Commissions  issued  from  time  to  time,  and  the 
practice  of  the  Court. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — The  Commission  of  1707 
gives  no  power,  after  the  Court  has  once  modified  a  com- 
petent stipend,  to  augment  and  reaugment  at  pleasure  and 
discretion.  Their  powers,  once  exercised,  cannot  be  again 
resumed ;  and,  to  hold  the  contrary  doctrine,  would  just  be 
to  lay  a  precedent  that  would  lead  to  inextricable  confu- 
sion. There  must  be  a  limit  somewhere,  or  none  at  all ; 
and  where  a  decree  is  adduced  fixing  a  stipend  above  the 
minimum,  that  ought  to  bar  any  further  application.  This, 
opon  the  most  sound  view  and  construction  of  the  acts  and 
practice  of  the  Court,  appears  to  be  the  rule  applicable  to 
the  present  case. 

After  hearing  counsel,  ''and  due  consideration  had  of 
"  what  was  offered  on  either  side,  in  this  cause,  and 
**  having  considered  the  terms  of  the  decree  ^f  modi- 
"  fication  and  augmentation,  which,  as  the  libel  alleges, 
"  was  obtained  by  the  minister  of  the  said  united 
"  parishes  in  the  year  1722,  and  that  the  minister 
was,  in  consequence  thereof,  allowed  to  possess  the 
ipsa  corpora  of  the  teinds  till  lately,  when  the  heri- 
''  tors  proceeded  to  obtain  a  decree  of  locality ;  it  is 
"  ordered  that  the  several  interlocutors  complained  of 
'*  be  reversed ;  and  that  the  cause  be  remitted  back 
"  to  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland,  as  Commission- 
"  ers  for  Plantation  of  Eirks  and  Valuation  of  Teinds, 
*'  in  order  that  parties  may  be  further  heard  upon  the 
*'  effect  of  the  above  circumstances,  and  upon  the  state 
**  of  the  teinds  in  these  united  parishes,  without  preju- 
''  dice  to  any  other  plea  or  argument  which  either  of 
"  them  may  adduce,  and  that  the  said  Lords  Commis- 
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sioners  may  then  give  their  determination  accord- 
ingly." 


For  Appellant,  William  Adarn^  Wm.  Robertson. 

For  Bespondents,  Ilay  Campbell^  Geo.  Buchan  Hepburn. 

NoTB. — ^Lord  President  Hope  stated,  in  the  case  of  Preston  Kirk, 
in  reference  to  the  abore  case,  "  I  know  something  of  this 
case  of  Ttngwall ;  and  the  circumstances  attending  it  made 
some  impression  on  my  mind,  as  it  was  the  first  cause  I  plead- 
ed in  the  House  of  Lords.  The  House  of  Lords  felt  no  dif- 
ficulty on  the  general  point.  They  did  not  determine  the  case 
of  Tingwall  upon  the  specialities.  These  were  no  doubt  noticed 
by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  when  he  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the 
judges ;  but  they  were  noticed  for  a  very  difierent  purpose,  and 
to  a  different  effect.  The  doubt  which  the  Lord  Chancellor  men- 
tioned of  the  ipsa  corpora  of  the  teinds  was,  whether  the  posses- 
sion of  the  ipsa  corpora  of  the  teinds,  for  more  than  40  yean, 
founded  on  the  title  of  incumbency,  was  not  sufficient  to  carry  a 
prescriptiye  right  to  the  whole  teinds  in  all  time  coming.  In  de- 
ciding the  Tingwall  ca^e,  his  Lordship  stated  most  distinctly  that 
it  would  be  productive  of  the  most  pernicious  consequences  not  to 
adhere  to  the  decision  in  the  case  of  Elirkden ;  and  in  consequence 
he  did  adhere,  and  did  mean  to  adhere  to  the  same  principles,  by 
reyersing  the  decree." — Vide  case  of  Preston  Kirk. 


[Mor.  2316.] 

Miss  Frances  Hat,  a  Minor,   and  Her  }     ,      „     . 
_,  c  Appellants; 

Curators.  •  .  •  ) 

Robert  Hat,  Esq.,  of  Drumelzier,  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  25th  May  1789. 

Entail — Sdcgbssion — Heirs  Male. — ^Gircumstances  in  which  the 
words  **  heir^  male'*  in  an  entail,  received  a  strict  technical  inter- 
pretation, though  they  had  been  used  with  the  same  meaning,  so 
far  as  appeared  from  the  deed,  as  that  of  *<  heirs  male  of  ike  bodies^ 
of  the  substitutes,  which  had  been  used  in  other  parts  of  the  deed. 

By  settlement  made  in  the  form  of  an  entail  by  Sir  Robert 
Hay,  he  disponed  his  estate  to  himself  and  his  sister,  Mrs. 
Margaret  Hay,  in  liferent,  and  "  to  the  second  lawful  son  to 
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"  bo  procreated  of  the  body  of  the  Most  Honourable  John       1789. 

"  Marquis  of  Tweeddale,  and  the  lawful  heirs  male  of  his    

"  body  in  fee ;  whom  failing,  to  the  said  Marquis  his  third       ^^^ 
"  lawful  son,  and  the  lawful  heirs  male  of  his  body/'  and  so        bat. 
on  to  all  the  Marquis's  sons,  and  the  heirs  male  of  their 
bodies ;  and  then  to  the  Honourable  Charles  Hay,  his  brother 
germain,  and  the  lawful  heirs  male  of  his  body,  &c.,  whom 
failing,  to  ''  Alexander  Hay,  second  son  of  Alexander  Hay 
**  of  Drumelzier,  and  his  lawful  heirs  male"  and  so  on 
through  other  substitutes  to  the  heirs  female  of  the  body  of 
the  said  John  Marquis  of  Tweeddale. 

The  heirs  were  taken  bound  to  assume  the  surname  and 
designation  of  Hay  of  Linplum,  and  to  use  the  arms  of  the 
family.  There  was  also  this  declaration,  "  That  it  shall  not 
**  be  lawful  to  the  said  second  son  to  be  procreated  of  the  said 
**  Marquis,  or  the  lawful  heirs  of  his  ,  (a  word,  supposed 
''  to  be  body,  awanting  in  the  original),  nor  to  any  of  the  said 
'*  heirs  of  tailzie,  nor  their  descendants,  to  alter,  innoYate  or 
''  change  the  destination,  or  course  or  order  of  succession 
**  before  written."  Then  follows  a  prohibition  against  con- 
tracting debt,  or  granting  leases  for  any  longer  space  than 
19  years. 

Sir  Robert  Hay  died  without  issue  in  1751.  His  sister 
Margaret  died  a  few  months  thereafter ;  and  no  younger  sons 
being  then  in  existence  of  John  Marquis  of  Tweeddale,  the 
succession  to  this  estate  of  Linplum,  under  the  above  deed 
of  entail,  deyoWed  upon  Lord  Charles  Hay,  who  also  having 
died  without  issue,  the  estate  devolved  on  the  next  substitute* 
Lord  George  Hay.  This  last  individual  afterwards  succeed* 
ed  to  the  honours  and  estate  of  Tweeddale,  and  died  without 
iflsae  in  1787.  Alexander  Hay,  second  son  of  Alexander  Hay 
of  Drumekier,  having  predeceased  his  father  without  issue 
along  with  his  elder  brother  William,  the  respondent  his 
younger  brother  competes  with  the  appellant.  The  appel- 
lant claimed  as  heir  female  of  Marquis  John,  the  intermediate 
substitntes  having  also  failed.  The  respondent  stated  that 
he  waa  heir  male  in  general  of  Alexander  Hay,  his  said  elder 
brother,  who  is  called  immediately  after  Lord  Oeorge  Hay, 
(Marquis  of  Tweeddale)  last  in  possession,  and  before  heirs 
female. — And  the  appellant  claimed,  as  daughter  of  Lady 
Charlotte  Hay,  and  granddaughter  of  John,  fourth  Marquis  of 
Tweeddale,  who  besides  being  heir  general  of  Sir  Robert 
Hay's  family,  claimed  also  as  heir  female  of  Marquis  John. 

The  case  came  on  for  discussion,  in  a  competition  of  brieves 
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1789.       before  Lords  Monboddo  and  Ankerville  assessors.     And  the 

"  question,  which  was  reported  to  the  whole  Court,  came  to  be, 

,;,         Whether  the  expression  **  lawful  heirs  male,"  as  applied  to 

HAT.       Alexander  Hay,  was  to  be  restricted  to  "  heirs  tnBle  of  the 

bodyf"  or  to  have  a  more  comprehensite  interpretatioD,  and 

to  include  collateral  heirs  male  ? 

The  Court  preferred  Robert  Hay,  the  respondent,  hold- 
ing that  judgment  must  be  given  according  to  the  technical 
July  24  1788.  signification  of  the  term,  which  they  thought  unambiguous, 
Nov.  25i788.j^jjj  not  according  to  the  intention,  though  that  intention 
was  obvious  and  manifestly  adverse  to  such  construction. 
Against  these  judgments  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — Though,  to  impose  fetters,  the 
maker  of  an  entail  must  use  certain  verba  solemnia^  which 
courts  of  law  can  neither  supply  nor  explain  from  collaterid 
circumstances,  yet  a  different  rule  holds  where  the  question 
is,  Who  is  entitled  to  succeed  according  to  the  description  of 
heirs  marked  out  by  the  deed  ? — every  latitude  of  construC' 
tion  being  allowed  ut  effectum  sertiatur  voluntas  testatoris; 
and  the  question  comes  to  be,  inter  hceredis.  What  heira 
were  meant,  under  the  terms   *'  lawful  heirs  male,"  in 
the  substitution  to  Alexander  Hay,   second  son  of  Drum- 
elzier?       The    question    ought    not    to    be    determined 
upon  any  supposed  technical  rule,  but  agreeably  to  the 
obvious  intention   of  the   testator,   as   this  intention  ap- 
pears   from    the   general  tenor    of   the    deed.       In   the 
present  case,  that  intention  is  clear  in  favour  of  the  ap* 
pellant,  from  the  whole  words,  clauses,  and  accidents  of 
the  deed.    But  further,  in  tailzied  succession,  where  dif- 
ferent nominatim  substitutes  are  called  in  their  order,  the 
legal  acceptation  and  meaning  of  the  term  heirs,  or  heirs 
male,  or  heirs  female,  is  that  the  heirs  of  that   descrip- 
tion, who  are  descendants  of  each  substitute,  are  alone  ad- 
mitted to  the  succession ;  whom  failing,  the  next  nomina* 
tim  substitute  and  his  heirs  descendant.     It  is  therefore  to 
heirs  male  descendant  of  the  nominatim  substitute  that  are 
here  meant ;  and  as  the  respondent  is  merely  a  collateral 
heir  male  of  his  brother,  Alexander  Hay,  second  son  of 
Drumelzier,  he  cannot  succeed  or  be  included  within  that 
description. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent. — The  term  "  heirs  male"  is 
as  much  fixed  and  determined  as  any  technical  term  what- 
ever. It  includes  not  only  male  descendants  bat  col" 
lateral  males ;    and   as   the   respondent  is  heir  male  of 
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hu  elder  brother  Alexandor,  he  is  entitled  to  take  the 
estate  in  that  character.  The  term  heirg  male  is  not  of  a 
flexible  nature.  It  has  a  distinct  technical  meaning,  and  in- 
cludes all  heirs  male,  whether  of  the  body  or  collaterals.  It 
cannot  be  applied  to  heirs  of  line,  because  then  it  would 
ioclttde  heirs  female,  and  it»  cannot  be  construed  only  to 
mean  descendants,  because  then  it  would  exclude  brothers, 
for  construction,  or  presumptions,  just  because  there  is  on 
uncles,  and  nephews.  Hence  it  follows  that  there  is  no  room 
room  for  a  questio  voluntatis. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Hay  Campbell,  J.  Scott,  T.  Erskine. 
For  Respondent,  Alexander  Wight^  William  Tait. 


1789. 

qbaht 

V. 
BARL  OF 
MOBTOM. 


Albxanobr  Grant  of  Edinburgh, 
Earl  of  Morton, 


Appellant  ; 
Respondent. 


House  of  Lords,  8th  June  1789. 

LiABB — Rbmotimo. — A  lease,  with  a  clause  generally  against  sub- 
setting,  permitted  the  tenant  to  subset  part  of  the  subject,  which 
was  done  accordingly.  No  rent  was  CTer  paid  by  the  subtenant 
to  the  landlord,  nor  to  the  tenant  from  whom  he  had  his  sub- 
lease, while  there  was  a  clause  in  the  lease  that  the  tenant  should 
be  liable  in  payment  of  the  rents  of  the  whole  subject.  The  ten- 
ant &iled,  and  an  action  of  ejection  being  raised  and  decree  passed, 
Held  that  the  decree  of  removing  was  a  good  decree,  although  only 
raised  against  the  principal  tenant,  and  clearly  entitled  the  land- 
lord to  eject  the  subtenant  from  the  part  held  by  him. 

The  Earl  of  Morton  set  by  lease  to  Alexander  Rodger, 
his  heirs,  (excluding  assignees  and  subtenants),  the  farm  of 
Haggs,  with  the  pertinents ;  the  farm  of  Cumberland,  with 
pertinents ;  the  houses,  lands,  crofts,  and  acres,  in  the  town 
of  Dalmahoy,  with  pertinents;  and,  lastly,  the  farm  of 
Bumwynd,  with  pertinents,  all  lying  in  the  barony  of  Dal- 
mahoy, and  county  of  Edinburgh,  and  that  for  thirty  years 
from  Martinmas  1771,  at  a  rent  of  £147.  lOd. 

There  was  this  clause  in  the  lease : — "  That  notwithstand- 
ing the  prohibition  to  subset,  the  said  Alexander  Rodger 
and  his  foresaids  shall  have  liberty  to  subset  the  pendicle 
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GRANT 

V. 
EARL   OF 
MORTON. 


1799.       beyond  the  Moss,  and  the  houses  at  Barnwynd ;  the  houses 

of  Cumberland,  and  the  houses  in  the  town  of  Dalmahoy ; 

he  and  his  foresaids  being  always  liable  to  the  Earl  and  his 
foresaids  for  the  whole  rent  before  mentioned,  without  any 
regard  to  these  subsets." 

The  appellant  Grant,  took  a  sublease  from  Rodger,  of 
the  dwelling  house  and  Mains  of  Dalmahoy.  There  was  no 
rent  specified,  except  that  he  was  to  pay  a  rateable  propor- 
tion of  what  he,  Rodger,  was  obliged  to  pay  the  Earl  for 
the  whole ;  and,  in  case  they  could  not  agree,  to  be  fixed  by 
two  persons  mutuaUy  chosen. 

The  appellant  entered  into  possession.  The  precise  rent 
he  was  to  pay  was  never  fixed,  and  he  had  paid  no  rent  to 
Rodger  for  many  years,  there  being  other  transactions  be- 
tween them,  which  made  Rodger  considerably  the  appel- 
lant's debtor.  In  the  meantime,  Rodger  fell  several  years  in 
arrear  of  his  rent  to  the  respondent,  and,  after  many  plans 
and  efforts  to  pay  off  these  arrears,  a  sequestration  was  a- 
warded  and  executed,  while  at  the  same  time,  an  action  of 
removing  under  the  Act  of  Sederunt,  was  brought  against 
Rodger. 

In  this  removing  before  the  Sheriff,  the  appellant  Grant 
appeared,  and  contended  that  the  part  of  the  farms  subset 
to  him  was  not  included.  The  Sheriff  ultimately  decerned 
in  the  removing,  both  against  Rodger  and  his  subtenants. 

A  suspension  and  reduction  of  this  decree  were  then 
brought,  and,  after  various  procedure,  the  decree  of  remov- 
ing was  found  orderly  proceeded  in,  and  Rodger  ejected. 

Thereupon  the  Earl  proceeded  to  take  possession  of  the 
grounds  occupied  by  the  appellant,  as  the  subtenant  of  Rod- 
ger, when  the  present  bill  of  suspension  was  brought  by  the 
appellant,  on  the  ground,  1st.  That  his  under  lease  from 
Rodger  was  not  determined  by  the  decree  of  removal 
against  the  principal  tenant ;  2d.  That  what  had  passed*  be- 
tween him  and  the  respondent's  steward,  was  equivalent  to 
a  new  lease  firom  the  respondent;  3d.  That  he  owed  no 
rent,  so  that  the  foundation  of  the  proceedings  against 
Rodger  did  not  apply  to  him ;  and,  4th.  That  he  had  no 
warning  or  notice  to  remove. 
Feb.  7, 1789.  The  Lord  Ordinary,  after  reporting  the  case  to  the  Court, 
Mar.  11, refused  the  bill.    On  reclaiming  petition  the  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 

Pleaded  far  the  AppellatU. — ^The  decree  of  removing  ob- 
tained against  the  principal  lessee  in  the  present  ca8e»  never 
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can  be  a  ground  for  awarding  ezecation  against  the  appel- 
lant, hisBabtenant,  iBt  Becanse  the  appeUant,  who  had  ob- 
tained possession  on  his  sableasOi  was  not  made  a  party  to 
the  suit;  2d.  Because  the  decree  was  obtained  for  a  special 
parpose,  in  order  to  enable  Rodger's  creditors  to  sell  his 
leases  for  their  payment,  which  was  the  sole  object  of  the 
decree.  Besides,  the  appellant's  possession  under  the  sub- 
lease was  recognised  by  the  landlord  in  a  variety  of  acts 
which  led  him  to  belioTe,  that  the  subset  would  be  good  to 
him  for  the  full  endurance  of  the  lease.  Further,  the  de- 
cree cannot  authorize  the  proprietor  to  eject  the  appellant 
from  his  subset  lands,  as  those  lands  are  not  mentiond  in  it. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent — By  the  lease  to  Rodger,  he 
was  permitted  to  subset  certain  parts  of  the  lands,  but  even 
as  to  these,  it  was  declared,  that  he  was  to  continue  liable 
in  payment  of  the  rents  to  the  landlord,  without  regard  to 
those  subsets,  and  therefore  it  is  of  no  consequence  to  in- 
quire whether  the  lands  said  to  have  been  subset  by  him  to 
the  appellant,  were  included  in  those  for  which  he  had  the 
permission,  nor  whether  any  formal  subset  was  in  fact  made ; 
as  the  appellant  was  never  recognized  as  a  tenant  by  the  re- 
spondent, or  ever  paid  or  tendered  rent  as  for  himself,  the 
respondent  has  no  concern  with  him.  The  principal  lease 
being  voided,  and  decree  of  ejectment  obtained  against 
Rodger,  and  all  dependant  on  him,  it  is  impossible  that  pos- 
session can  be  maintained,  by  virtue  of  any  right  flowing 
from,  or  agreement  made  with  him,  which  must  all  fall  with 
the  original  or  principal  right.  The  Act  of  Sederunt  1756, 
regulating  the  process  of  removing,  expressly  declares,  that 
a  decree  against  the  principal  tacksman  shall  be  effectual 
against  assignees  or  subtenants.  It  is  a  mistake  to  say  that 
the  decree  did  not  include  the  lands  subset  to  the  appel- 
lant. It  includes  the  whole  farms  with  their  pertinents 
let  to  Rodger.  The  farm  of  Haggs  is  mentioned  ;  and  it  is 
admitted  that  the  lands  subset  to  the  appellant  are  a  part  of 
the  farm  of  Haggs. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained 
of  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Alexander  Wight,  William  Tait. 
For  Respondent,  Ilay  Campbell,  W,  Dundas. 


1789. 

GBAMT 

9. 
BARL   or 
MOBTON. 


148  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 


1789, 


[M.  6269.] 

WOOD,  &C. 

HAMiLTOK.  Messrs.  John  Wood  &  Company,  Ship-  \ 

builders  in  Port  Glasgo w,  Messrs.  B  ro  wn  f  JnypdlarUs ; 
&    Company    of   the    Saltcoats  Rope  J     /!P«**«* 

Work,  &  Others,        ...  ^ 

Archibald  Hamilton,  Trnstee  on  the  Se-  1 

questrated  estate  of  James  &  Patrick  >  Respondent. 
Hunter,  Merchants,  Port  Glasgow,         ; 

House  of  Lords,  15th  June  1789. 

Bottomry — Hypothec. — Hypothec  does   not   attach  for    repaizi 
executed  while  the  ship  is  in  a  home  port 

NoT.24,1784.  0^  ^^^^  date,  James  and  Patrick  Hunter,  merchants  in  Port 
Glasgow,  were  sequestrated,  and,  under  the  bankrupt  act, 
the  respondent  was  appointed  their  trustee. 

Among  their  effects  was  a  ship  of  the  name  of  Rebecca, 
then  lying  in  harbour  at  Port  Glasgow,  upon  which  the  ap- 
pellants had  sometime  previously  executed  considerable  re- 
pairs; and  some  of  the  appellants  were  actually  repairing 
the  vessel  at  the  date  of  the  sequestration.  The  question 
was,  Whether  they  had  a  preferable  right  or  hypothec  or  lien 
over  the  ship  for  the  amount  of  the  repairs  ? 
JaD.24, 1787.  1'he  Lord  Ordinary  sustained  their  claim  of  hypothec,  but, 
on  a  reclaiming  petition  to  the  Court,  it  was  contended,  let 
That  there  was  no  hypothec,  when  the  furnishings  are  nuuie 
on  contract  with  the  owner ;  2d.  That  the  tacit  hypothec,  or 
bottomry  right,  extends  only  to  repairs  executed  in  foreign 
port,  and  only /or  the  last  voyage,'  unless  constituted  by  bill 
or  bond  of  bottomry ;  3d.  That  if  any  hypothec  lay  here,  it 
could  only  be  for  the  last  furnishings  made  to  the  Rebecca 
at  the  date  of  the  sequestration,  and  not  for  old  repairs. 

The  Court  ordered  the  opinion  of  English  counsel  to  as- 
certain the  practice  of  England  in  such  cases ;  upon  con- 
Dec.  l2J787.sideri^  which  ;  they  found  '*  That  the  respondents  (appel- 
"  lants)  have  no  hypothec,  or  right  of  bottomry  on  the  ship 
"  in  question."  By  a  subsequent  interlocutor,  on  reclaiming 
Ja1v29, 1788.  petition,  the  Court  found,  "  that  the  respondents  (appellants) 
*'  have  no  hypothec  or  right  of  bottomry  on  the  ship  in 
"  question."  Another  reclaiming  petition  was  presented, 
contending  for  the  appellants : — That  there  was  no  distinc- 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.     149 

tion  betireen  home  and  foreign  repairs^  and,  conseqaently,  it       1789. 

made  no  difference,  whether  the  master  or  owner  contracted   — 

for  the  famishing,  or  whether  these  were  furnished  in  the    ^«o»»  &c. 
home  port  where  the  owner  resided.     The  respondent  in-  haxtltov. 
sisted  that  there  was  a  solid  distinction  between  home  and 
foreign  repairs,  the  privilege  of  hypothec  attaching  onlj  in 
the  latter  case ;  and  that,  by  the  law  of  England,  a  tradseman 
who  repairs  or  furnishes  materials  for  a  ship,  the  owner  of 
which  resides  in  England,  does  not  acquire  any  lien  upon  the 
ship,  but  is  a  mere  personal  creditor :  The  same  law  must 
apply  here.    It  was  replied,  that  this  question  must  be  tried 
by  the  principles  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  as  the  lex  loci  ccn^ 
traetus ;  and  th^eae  principles  being  clear,  according  to  the 
decisions  in  favour  of  the  appellants,  there  was  no  occasion 
to  resort  to  that  law ;  and  therefore  their  hypothec  attached. 

The  Court  adhered  ;  but  remitted  '*  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  Feb.  24,1789. 
"  to  hear  parties  on  the  right  of  retention  claimed  by  the 
"  petitioners  John  Wood  &  Co." 

Against  these  interlocutors,  in  so  far  as  they  found  that 
the  appellants  have  no  hypothec  or  right  of  bottomry  on  the 
ship  in  question,  they  brought  the  present  appeal. 

Fkcuied/or  the  Appellants. — 1.  The  right  of  hypothec  in 
favour  of  the  repairers  and  furnishers  of  a  ship,  is  founded 
on  the  Roman  law,  recognized  and  observed  in  most  nations 
of  Europe,  and  is  now,  and  has  been  the  law  of  Scotland  from 
an  early  period.  And  in  determining  such  questions  in  Scot- 
land, the  practice  has  always  been,  to  allow  of  such  hypothec 
for  repairs,  without  making  any  distinction,  whether  the  same 
were  made  in  a  home  or  a  foreign  port ;  2d.  But,  separately, 
whatever  be  the  law  of  England,  it  is  clear  that  the  present 
qnestion  must  be  determined  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  as  that 
law  stands  recognized,  acted  upon,  and  confirmed  by  the 
universal  understanding  of  the  kingdom  ;  and  they  further 
maintain  that  the  distinction  now  set  up  between  repairs 
and  furnishings  in  a  foreign  and  home  port,  has  never  been 
until  now  heard  of  in  that  law. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent. — Ist.  The  right  of  hypothec 
upon  a  ship  for  repairs,  to  the  person  repairing  or  furnishing 
the  vessel  at  a  ^ome  port  in  Scotland,  on  the  order  of  the 
owners  residing  at  that  port,  is  not  recognized  by  any  writer 
on  the  law  of  Scotland.  It  is  only  when  the  vessel  is  in  a 
foreign  port  that  such  a  claim  arises,  and  where  the  master 
of  the  vessel  may  hypothecate  the  vessel  for  repairs;  but  as  to 
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1790.       work  at  home,  it  is  held  as  executed  upon  the  personal  credit 
of  the  owner  alone,  and  not  upon  the  secnritj  of  the  ship. 


BRUCE,  &c.    2d.  What  has  been  found  to  be  expedient  and  advantageoos 

8THWART  &c  ^^  ^^^  commercisl  law  of  England,  cannot  be  hurtful  to  the 

commerce  of  Scotland ;  and  as  the  commercial  law  of  the 

two  countries  acknowledges  the  same  origin,  the  rules  of  the 

one  must  apply  to  the  other. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants^  T.  Erahine^  W.  Grant. 

For  Respondent)  Ilay  Campbell,  Alex.  Wight. 


Patrick  Crawford  Bruce,  and    Phiup  \ 

Samuel  Maister,  Esqs.,  Executors  of  f 

the   deceased  Charles  Stewart,  and  £  4RP«^«^; 

Alexander  Duncan,  their  Attorney,       / 
James    Stewart,    SherijOT-Substitute    of) 

Kinross,    and    Georub    Graham  and  r  Bespandents, 

Others,  his  Trustees,  •        •        ) 

House  of  Lords,  3d  March  1790. 

Succession-^Gift. — A  party  had  made  his  will  in  India,  appointmg 
executors  in  this  conntiy  to  execute  the  same  after  his  decease. 
Previous  to  his  death,  he  had  expressed  a  desire  to  remit  a  cer- 
tain sum,  £1000  to  his  fether,  by  a  friend  who  was  intending  soon 
to  return  to  this  country,'  and  whom  he  wished  to  take  home  the 
money  to  his  father.  This  friend  ultimately  got  the  sum  to  tske 
home  for  that  purpose,  but  accounts  of  the  donors  death  readied 
£ngland  before  detiyery  of  the  money.  In  this  case,  the  execs- 
tors  under  the  will  claimed  the  same ;  Held  that  the  &ther^vai 
entitled  to  the  money,  the  gift  being  absolute  and  complete  diff- 
ing  the  life  of  the  donor. 

Charles  Stewart  had,  for  several  years  prior  to  1783,  been 
settled  at  Bombay,  in  the  Civil  Service  of  the  East  India 
Company.  Having  a  prospect  of  bettering  his  fortune,  from 
being  appointed  paymaster  to  the  army  then  proceeding 
against  Tippo  Saib,  he  made  his  will,  leaving  and  bequeath- 
ing the  whole  he  might  be  possessed  of,  to  and  for  the 
use  of  his  two  infant  natural  children,  and  appointed  the 
appellants  as  his  executors. 
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When  attending  this  expedition,  he  met  an  old  friend,       ^790. 
Captain  Dandas,  who  bargained  with  him  for  some  sandal  ~ 

wood.  Mr.  Stewart,  in  return,  asked  Captain  Dandas  to  ^ ' 
take  home  a  sam  of  money  to  his  father  in  Scotland,  which  stewabt,  &c. 
he  agreed  to  do.  This  sum  of  money,  9600  Rupees,  (£1079. 
18s.)  was  thereafter  handed  over  to  Captain  Dundas'  purser, 
Mr.  Dorin^  to  be  taken  tp  Captain  Dundas,  who  soon  after 
sailed  for  England  with  the  money.  In  the  meantime,  the  ex- 
pedition against  Tippo  Saib  had  become  a  failure.  The  Eng- 
Ksh  army  was  invested,  and  the  officers  taken  prisoners ;  in 
which  Mr.  Stewart,  along  with  others,  lost  their  lives. 

A  demand  having  been  made  for  the  money,  both  by  the 
father  of  Mr.  Stewart  and  the  appellants,  the  executors  un* 
der  his  will,  a  multiplepoinding  was  raised,  to  settle  which 
had  best  right  to  the  sum,  and,  upon  proof  of  the  above 
special  destination  and  gift  of  the  money  to  the  father :  the 
Lord  Ordinary  pronounced  this  interlocutor.  ••  Having  con-  ^qI,,  g  1733 
"  sidered  the  depositions  of  Captain  Dorin  and  Captain 
"  Dundas,  prefers  the  said  James  Stewart  to  the  sum  in  the 
**  hands  of  the  raiser  of  the  multiplepoinding,  and  decerns  in 
"  the  preference  against  the  raiser  accordingly.''  On  reclaim- 
ing petition  to  the  Court  the  Lords  adhered.  Aug.  5, 1788. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was 
brought. 

PUaded  for  the  Appellants.—The  appeUants,  as  the  per- 
sonal  representatives  and  executors  of  Charles  Stewart, 
must  be  entitled  to  the  money  in  question,  in  competition 
with  the  respondent,  Stewart,  unless  he  can  show  that  the 
testator,  in  his  lifetime,  made  an  absolute  gift  of  it  to  him. 
The  evidence  makes  it  only  probable  that  Charles  Stewart 
once  intended  the  money  to  be  put  in  to  the  respondent's 
hands,  and  perhaps  he  might  have  intended  that  some  bene* 
fit  was  to  result  to  him  from  the  remittance  ;  but  it  is  clear, 
from  his  reference  to  written  instructions,  to  be  given  there- 
after, that  he  died  without  completing  any  gift  or  absolute 
disposal  of  the  sum  in  question.  • 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — Where  money  is  contend- 
ed to  be  given  to  another,  the  intention  of  the  donor, 
whether  that  intention  be  manifested  by  parole  or  by  writ- 
ing, if  attended  by  sufficient  evidence,  makes  the  gift  com- 
plete. The  most  essential,  and  the  strongest  proof  of  the 
intention  of  the  donor,  is  the  delivery  of  possession,  by 
which  the  gift  becomes  effectual  in  law  against  all  mankind, 
unless  it  be  prejudicial  to  creditors,  though  made  without 
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1790.       any  confiideration ;  and  it  is  not  in  the  donor's  power,  mack 
— ^    less  in  that  of  his  executors^  to  retract  it     It  is  impossiUe 
BocBBiD     iQ  doubt  the  nature  of  the  evidence  that  has  been  adduced 
KiNLocx.    to  support  the  delivery  of  the  gift,  because  that  evidence 
clearly  shows,  not  only  that  Charles  Stewart  formed  the 
resolution  ^of  sending  a  sum  of  money  to  his  father  by  Cap- 
tain Dundas,  but  that  resolution  was  in  fact  carried  into  ex- 
ecution by  the  actual  delivery  of  the  box  of  rupees  to  Mr. 
Dorin  for  the  use  of  his  father  the  donee.    Every  thing 
therefore  which  law  requires  to  make  a  complete  gift,  has 
been  shown  to  have  taken  place,  and,  consequently,  the  re- 
spondent James  Stewart  is  entitled  to  recover  the  money. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  S.  Bearcroft,  Wm.  Alexcmder. 
For  Respondents,  J.  Anatruther^  Jaa.  Allan  Park. 


James  Rooheid  of  Inverleith,  Esq.,  Appellant; 

Sir  David  Einlock  of  Gilmerton,  Bart.,  Respondent, 

House  of  Lords,  22d  March  1790. 

EifTAiL— Clause.*— A  lady  made  an  entail  of  her  estate  in  &voiir 
of  a  certain  series  of  heirs,  under  this  condition,  that  her  sister 
Elizabeth  ^  shall  execute  a  tailzie  of  her  half  of  the  estate,  aocord- 
*^  ing  to  the  same  order  of  succession.'*  She  executed  an  entsiL 
but  not  to  the  same  series  of  heirs.  A  declarator  being  brought: 
Held,  by  the  Court  of  Session,  that  the  condition  was  virtually  com- 
plied with.  Reversed  in  the  House  of  Lords ;  and  held,  that  the 
entail  executed  by  Ellizabeth  Rocheid,  did  not  sufficiently  comply 
with  the  condition,  and  that  the  fourth  part,  held  by  Mrs  Ejnlocki 
must  therefore  be  free  from  the  fetters  of  her  entaiL 

Sir  James  Rocheid  of  Inverleith  and  Darnchester,  died  in 
1737,  leaving  his  estates,  held  by  him  in  fee  simple,  to  de- 
scend to  his  four  daughters  as  heirs  portioners. 

One  of  these  daughters  was  married  to  Sir  Francis  Ein- 
lock of  Gilmerton.  She  was  entitled  to  one  fourth;  her 
sister,  Mrs  Elizabeth  Rocheid,  had  two  fourths,  or  one  half 
of  these  estates,  (from  having  acquired  the  fourth  of  a  sister 
deceased,  and  the  other  fourth  descending  to  her  in  her  own 
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right) ;  the  remaining  fourth  belonged  to  the  children  of  the        1790. 
other  deceased  sister.  ■ 

Lady  Einlock  and  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Rocheid  had  expressed     ^^^^ 
a  desire  to  put  their  three*fourths  together,  and,  by  entail,    unlock. 
make  it  descend  to  Lady  Kinlock's  second  son,  as  a  distinct 
representation  of  the  Rocheid  family. 

Accordingly,  Lady  Kinlock  executed  a  settlement,  under  Feb.  25,1744. 
the  strict  fetters  of  an  entail,  with  this  express  quality  and        • 
condition,  that  the  fetters  she  thereby  imposed,  should  not 
be  binding,  unless  her  sister,  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Rocheid,  should 
entail  her  two  fourths  upon  the  same  series  of  heirs. 

Mrs.  Elizabeth  Rocheid  did  execute  an  entail  of  her  two- Jan.  14, 1749. 
fourths  in  favour  of  Lady  Kinlock's  younger  son,  but  not  ex- 
actly to  the  same  series  of  heirs  appointed  to  succeed  on  his 
failure  by  Lady  Einlock's  settlement ;  and  the  question  was, 
Whether  this  fourth,  which  belonged  to  Lady  Einlock,  was 
subject  to  the  strict  fetters  of  an  entail,  or  free  therefrom, 
and  the  absolute  property  of  the  appellant,  to  whom  both,  in 
the  meantime,  had  descended.  Reduction  and  declarator 
being  raised,  to  have  it  so  found,  the  Court  adhered  to  the 
interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  sustained  the  defences  Aug.  2, 1788. 
pleaded  for  Sir  David  Einlock  and  others,  and  decerned.    Jan.  18, 1789. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant, — The  clause  in  Lady  Eanlock's 
settlement  is  decisive  of  the  question.  The  condition  ex- 
pressed in  the  first  part  of  it  is,  that  Elizabeth  Rocheid 
*'  shall  execute  a  tailzie  of  her  half  of  the  estate,  according 
"  to  the  same  order  and  course  of  succession ;"  and  if  she 
fails  to  do  so  ''  then,  and  in  sucb  case,  &c."  her  heirs  are 
declared  to  be  free  from  the  fetters  of  the  entail  thereby 
made  by  her.  The  words  '*  according  to  the  same  order 
**  and  course  of  succession,"  are  enunciatory  of  her  will. 
These  words  cannot  be  thrown  aside,  or  rendered  of  no 
effect  or  signification;  they  pervade  and  control  its  true 
sense  and  meaning.  The  meaning  of  the  words  "  accord- 
"  ing  to  the  same  order  and  course  of  succession,"  is  clear, 
and  so  also  is  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  so  inserted. 
The  object  obviously  was,  that  unless  her  sister's  two 
fourths  of  the  estate,  went  along  vrith  her  fourth,  there 
was  no  use  and  no  propriety  in  making  an  entail  in  regard 
to  her  fourth;  accordingly,  she  did  not  intend  to  impose 
fetters  on  that  fourth  in  all  events,  but  only  in  the  event  of 
her  sister  conveying  by  tailzie,  her  two  fourths  to  the  same 
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1790.       series  of  beirs,  which  not  being  done,  leayes  Lady  Einlock's 
"""""""^    portion  of  the  estate  unfettered. 

RocHBiD         Pleaded  for  the  Respondent — The  construction  put  upon 
KiNLocK.     the  condition  in  Lady  Kinlock's  entail  is  unwarranted  by  Ae 
expressions  in,  and  by  the  whole  entail  itself.    The  wordabe* 
"  ing,  that  in  case  the  shares  belonging  to  Elizabeth  Rocheid, 
**  shall  not,  by  settlement  made,  or  to  be  made  by  her,  de- 
4        **  scend  to  the  said  David  Kinlock,  my  son  and  my  heirs  of 
"  tailzie"  &c.  then  her  heirs  were  not  to  be  fettered  by  pro- 
hibitive, irritant  and  resolutive  clauses  therein.    These  worda 
are  clear  and  obvious,  and  mean,  that  if  her  sister's  two  fourths 
were  to  descend  to  her  younger  son  and  her  heirs  of  tailzie, 
that  then  and  in  that  event,  they  should  be  subject  to  the 
fetters  imposed. .  But  as  it  cannot  be  denied  that  the  two 
fourths  of  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Rocheid  did  actually  descend,  and 
were  in  point  of  fact  conveyed  to  her  younger  son  and  her 
heirs  of  tailzie,  and  both  have  descended  through  him  to 
the  appellant  by  virtue  of  these  very  settlements,  it  is  of 
consequence,  that  by  Lady  Kinlock's  settlement,  her  share 
is  made  to  descend  on  her  second  son  David  as  institute,  and 
by  her  sister's  entail,  Alexander  her  third  son  is  institute,  be- 
cause the  reason  of  that  change  in  the  destination  was  made 
necessary  by  the  second  son  David  succeeding  in  the  interval 
to  his  father's  family  estate  of  Gilmerton,  whereby  he  was 
disabled  by  the  express  conception  of  Lady  Kinlock's  settle- 
ment from  succeeding,  and  by  the  very  intention  of  the  whole 
arrangement.    But  it  is  not  ,only  David  Kinlock,  the  second 
son,  that  is  bound,  it  is  also  '*  my  heirs  of  tailzie;"  and  ac- 
cordingly the  question  is,  whether  the  appellant  has  succeed- 
ed as  an  heir  of  tailzie  or  not.    By  Lady  Kinlock^s  settlement, 
the  persons  who  alone  are  declared  to  be  free  in  the  event  of 
her  sister  not  conveying  to  the  same  series  of  heirs,  are,  '*  The 
said  David  Kinlock,  or  any  of  my  heirs  of  tailzie,  who 
shall  happen  to  be  in  possession  of  my  said  lands  and  estate, 
and  shall  happen  not  to  succeed  as  heir  of  tailzie  to  my 
said  sister  in  her  share  of  the  lands  and  other  heritages 
before  specified,  and  all  my  other  heirs  of  tailzie,  a/Ur- 
"  wards  succeeding  in  my  said  lands  and  estate."      It  ia 
clear  that  he  has  succeeded  as  heir  of  tailzie  to  Lady  Kin- 
lock's share,  and  that  he  has  also  succeeded  to  Mrs.  Elizap 
beth  Bocheid's  two  fourths  in  the  same  character,  and  there* 
fore,  in  order  to  be  free  from  the  fetters,  he  would  require 
to  show  that  he  has  not  succeeded  to  Mrs.  Elizabeth's  two 
fourths  as  heir  of  tailzie.    When,  therefore^  the  whole  deed 
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Magistrates  of  Edinburgh,  •  Appellants ; 

CoLLSGB  or  JusTiOBi  .        .        BeqHmdenis, 

House  of  Lords,  23d  March  1790. 

CoLLBGB  OF  JuiTics — Pbitilbgss.—- Held*  that  the  members  of  the 
GoU^e  of  Justice  were  not  liable  in  assefisments  for  the  support 
of  the  poor,  within  the  city  of  Edinburgh. 

This  was  a  question.  Whether  the  Members  of  the  Col- 
lege of  Justice  had  any  exemption  from  being  taxed  for  city 
poor  rates.  The  Court  of  Session  had  decided  they  had  a 
clear  exemption,  in  virtue  of  privileges  granted  by  the  Par- 
liament when  the  College  was  first  instituted,  viz.  1.  The 
privileges  granted  to  the  College  of  Justice  prior  to  the 
establishment  of  the  poor  law  in  Scotland,  which  was  in 
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is  considered,  and  not  one  part  of  a  clause  merely,  it  is  clear       1790. 

that  the  appellant  can  only  enjoy  under  the  fetters.  _^.« 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was  eochwd 

Ordered  that  the  interlocutors  complained  of  be  reversed^  kuiloc&. 
and  it  is  declared  and  adjudged  that  the  settlement  of 
the  half  of  the  estate  of  Inverloith  and  Darnchester, 
belonging  to  Elizabeth  Rocheid,  does  not  contain  a 
sufficient  tailzie  to  fulfil  the  condition  imposed  by  the 
settlement  of  Dame  Mary  Eanlock  of  her  own  fourth 
of  the  said  estate,  and  consequently  the  pursuer  is 
entitled  to  hold,  possess,  and  enjoy  the  said  one  fourth 
part  of  the  lands  and  barony  of  Inverleith  and  Dam- 
chester,  teinds,  and  others  contained  in  the  said  deed 
of  settlement,  and  that  in  fee  simple,  as  heir  male  of 
the  deceased  Alexander  Rocheid  his  father,  and  heir 
of  provision  of  the  said  deceased  Dame  Mary  Einlock 
his  grandmother,  without  being  subject  or  liable  to 
any  of  the  conditions,  provisions,  restrictions,  and 
clauses  prohibitive,  irritant  and  resolutive  clauses  in  the 
said  deed  of  settlement,  executed  by  the  said  Dame 
Mary  Kinlock. 

For  Appellant,  llay  Campbell,  J.  Scott,  J.  Anatruthery 

Wm.  Dundas. 
For  Respondent.  F,  Bower^  Alex,  Wight. 
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1790.      1579.     2.  The  general  enactment  of  the  statute  law  with 
respect  to  the  maintenance  of  the  poor.    3.  The  acts  in  &- 
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vour  of  the  College  of  Justice,  subsequent  to  the  establish- 
EDiNBURGH  mout  of  tho  poor  laws  upon  their  present  footing.    4.  The 

^'  usage  which  has  taken  place  in  time  past. 
jDSTicB.  Th®  magistrates  having  resolved  to  assess  the  whole  citi- 
zens without  exception  with  a  poor  rate  of  2  per  cent.,  the 
Dean  and  Faculty  of  Advocates,  as  Members  of  the  College 
of  Justice,  brought  a  suspension.  The  Lord  Ordinary,  of 
this  date,  (29th  Jan.  1788),  suspended  the  letters  simpliciter. 
The  magistrates  having  appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords, 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellants. — (Sir  John  Scott.) — ^The  mem- 
bers of  the  CoUege  of  Justice  had  submitted  at  various  times 
to  taxes  imposed  within  the  city.  In  particular,  in  1690 
they  submitted  to  the  tax  called  hearth  mcney^  paid  by  all 
the  inhabitants  of  houses.  Again,  the  act  1  Geo.  I.  they 
submitted  to,  by  which  the  householders  within  the  city  are 
made  liable  to  make  good  all  damages  which  happen  to 
houses  by  mobs.  An  outrageous  mob  in  the  memorable 
year  1760  destroyed  a  popish  chapel,  and  all  the  members 
of  the  College,  including  advocates,  clerks,  writers,  agents, 
&c.,  were  assessed,  and  paid  their  assessment.  Even  in  re- 
gard to  the  tax  for  the  support  of  the  poor,  in  process  of 
time  the  College  of  Justice  seem  in  part  to  have  given  up 
their  privilege,  and  in  part  it  seems  to  have  been  taken  away 
by  subsequent  acts  of  supply,  and  ultimately  lost  by  disuse. 
The  privileges  granted  by  Parliament  to  the  CoUege  of 
Justice,  when  first  instituted,  or  at  any  time  prior  to  the 
year  1579,  could  not  be  intended  for  establishing  an  immu- 
nity from  assessment  for  the  support  of  the  poor,  such  assess- 
ment being  unknown  at  that  period  ;  or  if  it  could  be  sup- 
posed that  the  legislature  meant,  by  anticipation,  to  confer 
upon  that  body  a  right  of  exemption  from  all  taxes  to  be 
imposed  by  future  statutes,  the  e£Scacy  of  such  privilege 
must  depend  upon  the  terms  of  such  future  statute.  Con- 
sequently, if  these  statutes  were  so  broad  as  clearly  to  com- 
prehend them,  and  made  no  exemption,  or  contained  no 
saving  clause  as  to  the  College ;  and  still  more,  if  the  enact- 
ment was  specially  declared  to  be  without  exception  of  any 
person  or  class  of  persons,  as  was  the  case  in  the  act  1579, 
this  must  operate  as  a  repeal  of  the  privilege,  in  so  far  as 
that  act,  or  the  tax  it  imposed,  was  concerned.  As  to  the 
acts  in  favour  of  the  College  of  Justice  subsequent  to  the 
establishment  of  the  poor  rate,  these  can  be  of  no  avail  to 
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the  respondents,  as  thej  contain  only  a  ratification  of  their       1790. 
former  rights,  whatever  these  were.     And  it  is  therefore  - 

open  the  constmction  of  these  original  acts  that  the  present  "aohtratks 
question  depends,  which,  when  examined,  will  be  found  not  bdinboroh 
to  entitle  them  to  exemption  from  poor  rate.  ^^ 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — Bj  the  terms  of  the  letters 
patent  establishing  the  College  of  Justice,  the  senators  were 
exempted  from  the  payment  of  every  tax  or  public  burden, 
and  under  the  general  words  used,  assessments  for  the  use 
of  the  poor  must  be  held  to  be  included.  So  the  matter 
stood  when  the  act  of  Parliament  1537  passed,  upon  consid* 
ering  which,  it  will  appear  impossible  that  the  legislature,  in 
more  anxious  terms,  could  declare  an  immunity  in  favour  of 
the  judges  from  every  taxation  whatever.  And  again  the 
act  1540  ratified,  in  the  most  ample  terms,  all  the  privileges 
granted  to  the  College,  either  by  the  pope  or  the  govern- 
ment of  Scotland.  From  these  first  grants,  it  is  clear,  that 
there  was  created  in  favour  of  the  College,  both  in  general 
and  in  special  articulate  words,  an  exemption  from  payment 
of  all  contributions  in  general,  and  from  contributions  to  the 
poor  in  particular.  And  though  the  senators  only  are  men* 
tioned  in  the  letters  patent,  and  act  1537»  it  has  been  shown 
that  the  extension  of  the  privileges  to  the  other  members 
of  the  College  was  coeval  with  the  institution.  And  in  all 
the  subsequent  acts  the  College  is  mentioned  as  compre- 
hending the  scribes,  advocates,  and  other  officers  of  the 
court.  The  act  1592,  enforcing  the  payment  of  all  taxa- 
tions within  burghs  from  all  manner  of  persons  inhabitants 
thereof,  declared  it  should  not  be  prejudicial  to  the  mem- 
bers of  the  College  of  Justice,  and  their  privileges  and  im- 
muniUes  whereof  they  had  been  in  use.  The  act  for  the 
support  of  the  poor  was  passed  in  1579,  and  therefore  that 
tax  was  unquestionably  included  in  the  general  words  of  the 
act  1592.  By  the  last,  therefore,  the  College  was  virtually, 
though  not  expressly  declared  to  be  exempted  from  poor's 
rates;  but  the  act  1597  is  perfectly  conclusive  ;  it  was  de- 
claratery,  that  all  who  resided  within  tfie  burghs  with  their 
families,  and  had  a  certain  income,  should  be  subject  to  the 
help  of  the  poor.  It  was  occasioned  by  persons  refusing  to 
contribute,  probably  as  not  being  burgesses ;  but  here  again 
it  is  provided,  that  the  law  shall  not  extend  to  any  member 
of  the  College  of  Justice.  The  act  of  gene  ral  taxation  pass- 
ed in  1597,  in  like  manner  exempted  the  College  of  Jus- 
tice, and  thus  there  were  two  acts  in  one  year,  both  impos- 
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1790.  [ng  taxation,  and  both  specially  exempting  the  College  of 
Justice.  Besides,  there  stands  the  most  nnequiTOcal  imme> 
morial  use  and  possession  in  favour  of  the  College,  which  of 

BBLL8.      itself  is  decisive  of  the  question. 
After  hearing  counsel, 

LoBD  Chancbllob  said  :— 

«  My  Lords." 

**  There  was  no  doubt,  bat  that  almost  every  exemption  from  pub- 
lic burdens  was  in  itself  odious;  but  in  this  case,  the  respondenU 
had  clearly  made  out  a  usage  for  nearly  two  centuries.  It  would 
be  a  difficult  matter  to  overturn  a  custom^  most  likely  originated 
when  the  members  of  the  College  had  only  transient  habitations  in 
the  city,  such  as  inmates ;  but  when  they  became  settled  household- 
ers, it  certainly  did  appear  partial  to  except  them  from  parochial  im- 
positions. On  the  other  hand,  there  were  several  other  acts  of  Pv- 
liament,  besides  that  for  the  support  of  the  poor,  from  which  thej 
had  continually  claimed  exemptions,  and  claimed  successfully. — The 
aigument,  that  it  would  injure  the  charity,  was  downright  non- 
sense; it  was,  in  other  words,  to  say,  that  it  would  injure  a  fond 
for  the  support  of  idleness  and  dissipation : — Voluntary  charity  was 
indeed  a  noble  principle,  inasmuch  as  it  distmguished  its  objects,  and 
by  selecting  the  worthy,  and  rejecting  the  unworthy,  became  higiilj 
useful  to  society.     His  Lordship  moved  the  interlocutor  be  cdSGirmed.'' 

Accordingly,  it  was  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  ap- 
peal be  dismissed,  and  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirm- 
ed. 

For  Appellants,  Sir  John  Scott,  Solicitor  General,  €md 

Lord  Advocate. 
For  Respondents,  Mr.  Wright  and  Mr.  Tait,  Wm.  Adam, 

By  the  recent  act  8  and  9  Vict.  c.  83,  this  privilege,  as  to  the  poor 
rates,  is  done  away  with. 


George  Stewart,  Younger  of   Grand-  ) 
tuUy,    Esq.,    and    Henry    Hepburn,  Y  ^PpellenU; 
Slater  in  Perth,  ...  ^ 

John  Bell,  Slater  in  Muirend,  and  Jambs  )    „ 
Bell,  Slater  in  Scone,  .        .        }  Respondents. 

House  of  Lords,  12th  April,  1790. 

Lbasb.— A  lease  let  to  two  parties,  the  whole  slate  quarries  in  the 
Hill  of  Bimam.    No  mention  was  made  in  the  lease  of  the  slate 
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quarries  of  Obney;  but  their  predecessor  in  the  lease,  (whose        1790. 
lease  was  in  precisely  similar  terms  to  that  of  the  respondents),  had    ——*-»— 
possessed  the  slate  quarries  of  Obney  as  part  of  those  of  the  Hill     btbwaet 
of  Bimam,  and  they  took  possession  of  these  hitter  qoarries  as  part      bblls. 
of  the  subject,  and  wrought  it  without  molestation  for  fiye  years. 
Thereafter  the  landlord  let  the  Obney  quames  to  Hepburn,  Held, 
in  a  question  raised,  that  the  respondents  were  entitled  to  retain 
possession  of  Obney  quarries^  as  a  part  of  the  subject  of  their  lease, 
though  not  expressly  mentioned  therein ;  it  being  the  understand- 
ing of  the  lessees  that  these  were  included  in  the  baigain,  and 
thdr  possession  for  5  years  without  objection  being  an  homologa- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  landbrd. 

•Sir  John  Stewart  let  in  lease  the  slate  quarries  in  the  hill 
or  mountain  of  Birnam,  to  the  respondents,  Bells,  in  the  fol- 
lowing terms : — **  All  and  haill  tiie  whole  slate  and  skailly 
*<  quarries  in  the  said  Sir  John  his  hill  of  Birnam,  with  free 
<<  access,  ingress,  and  regress,  to  and  from  the  samey  and , 
<<  with  power  to  them  and  their  foresaids  to  open  the  said 
<*  hill,  at  any  place  or  places  they  shall  see  proper,  for  find- 
**  ing  out  new  posts,  lying  within  the  parish  of  Little  Dun- 
<<  keld  and  shire  of  Perth,  and  during  the  whole  space  of 
**  nine  years  from  and  after  the  said  John  and  James  Bell, 
*<  their  entry  thereto,  which  is  hereby  declared  to  hare  been 
**  and  commence  at  the  term  of  Martinmas  last  1779,  and 
*^  from  thenceforth  to  be  possessed  by  them  and  their  above 
"  written,  during  the  space  aforesaid." 

Under  a  lease,  in  precisely  the  same  terms,  the  respond- 
ents' predecessor,  Anderson,  had  possessed  the  quarries; 
and  it  was  admitted  by  the  appellants,  and  proved  by  a 
number  of  witnesses,  that  Anderson,  under  his  lease,  had 
been  in  the  practice  of  working  the  quarries  of  Obney  now 
in  dispute. 

But  Sir  John  Stewart,  sometime  after  granting  this  lease 
to  the  Bells,  conceiving  that  the  quarries  of  Obney  were  not 
included  in  the  lease  to  them,  granted  a  disposition  of  the 
same  to  his  son,  the  appellant,  George  Stewart,  who  there- 
upon granted  a  lease  of  these  to  Hepburn,  the  other  appel* 
lant. 

In  the  meantime,  the  respondents  had  possessed,  without 
molestation,  the  quarries  of  Obney  for  five  years.  They  began 
their  labours  there  in  1780,  and  one  of  them  continued  to  do 
80  until  the  process  for  ejecting  them  was  raised  by  the  ap- 
pellants in  May  1785.  The  appellants  having  applied  to  the 
Sheriff,  stating  that  the  Bells  had  taken  possession  of  the 
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1790.  quarries  in  the  hill  of  Obney,  on  pretence  that  they  belong- 
-"-"— ^  ed  to  Bimam  hill,  and  praying  to  have  them  ejected  and  re- 
BTBWART  jjjQy^j^  jjj  defence,  it  was  stated  that  they  had  bargained 
BELLS,  for  the  subject  as  possessed  by  Anderson,  and  that  their 
possession  of  the  whole  subject  had  been  homologated  bj 
Sir  John  Stewart.  They  further  stated,  that  they  knew  o{ 
no  **  division  between  the  two  hills,  or  of  two  separate 
names  belonging  to  the  parts  possessed  by  them.  On  the 
contrary,  they  believed  at  first,  and  do  still  believe,  that 
*^  all  which  they  possess  is  under  the  name  of  the  Hill  of 
^<  Birnam."  In  reply,  it  was  stated  that  their  lease  contain- 
ed no  express  reference  to  Anderson's  possession,  and  that 
they  had  been  permitted  to  continue  to  possess  the  quarries 
in  Obney  from  Mr.  Stewart  being  ignorant  that  Obney  hill 
was  not  expressly  comprehended  in  their  lease. 
May  20,1785.  "^^^  Sheriff  ordered  a  survey  of  the  grounds,  and,  upon 
report  of  the  surveyor,  he  found  **  that  the  hills  of  Bimam 
and  Obney  are  separate  and  distinct  hills;  and  that  the 
**  burn  of  Craigleish  is  the  march  betwixt  them,  and  ordains 
'*  the  defenders  (respondents)  to  cede  to  the  pursuers  (ap- 
."  pellants)  the  slate  quarries  to  the  south  of  the  foresaid 
"  bum,  and  to  remove  therefrom  forthwith ;  but  in  respeet 
"  it  appears  from  the  plan  that  there  is  a  small  slate  qnanj 
"  on  the  said  march  burn,  betwixt  the  moss  of  Birnam  and 
"  the  mid  moss,  finds  the  said  small  quarry  belongs  to  the 
"  parties  equally,  and  falls  to  be  used  and  digged  by  them;*' 
and  interdict  was  thereupon  granted  to  prohibit  the  respon- 
dents  from  working  the  said  quarries. 

A  bill  of  advocation  having  been  brought,  and  a  proof  al- 
lowed, as  well  as  the  judicial  examination  of  Sir  John  Stew- 
art  and  his  son  taken.  A  supension  of  the  interdict  was 
also  brought,  which  being  conjoined,  the  Liord  Ordinaij 
(Lord  Braxfield)  reported  the  whole  cause  to  the  Lords. 
After  hearing  counsel  at  great  length  on  the  report  of  the 
July  22  1788.  V^^^^f  ^^®  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor : — "  Ad?o- 
^*  cate  the  cause,  sustain  the  defences  pleaded  for  John  and 
*'  James  Bell  to  the  original  action  before  the  Sheriff,  as- 
''  soilize  them  therefrom,  and  decern  :  repel  the  reasons  of 
**  suspension  pleaded  for  George  Stewart  and  Henry  Hep- 
*'  burn;  find  the  letters  orderly  proceeded,  and  prohibit 
'*  them  from  interrupting  the  defenders  in  their  possession 
*'  of  the  quarries  in  question  during  the  period  of  their 
**  lease ;  find  the  pursuers  liable  to  the  defenders  (respond- 
*'  ents)  in  the  expense  of  process  hitherto  incurred,  and  ap- 
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"  point  an  account  thereof  to  be  given  in,"  &c.    Thereafter       1790. 
the  Conrt  pronounced  this  interlocutor  on  the  account  of  ex-    -^— — 
penses;  *' modify  the  account  to  £105  sterling,  including         ^^  * 
"  agent  fee,  and  decern."  bells. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought.    ^^'      ^  * 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellants, — The  quarries  let  by  Sir  John 
Stewart  were  those  in  the  Hill  of  Birnam,  in  the  parish  of  Lit" 
tie  Dunkeld;  and  the  respondents  have  not  only  failed  to  prove 
that  this  description  includes  the  quarries  in  question,  but ' 
the  contrary  has  been  proved  on  the  part  of  the  appellants. 
It  is  submitted,  that  the  evidence  establishes,  that  Obney 
and  Birnam  are  distinct  hills,  with  known  boundaries,  and 
these  boundaries  likewise  divide  the  parish  of  Auchterga- 
▼en  from  the  parish  of  Little  Dankeld.     The  map  of  the 
county  ought  to  have  considerable   weight  in  the  scale, 
because  the  lines  there  drawn  between  the  parishes  must 
have  been  from  the  information  and  general  understand- 
ing of  the  inhabitants,  collected  with  no  view  to  such  a 
question  as  the  present.    Considering  all  the  circumstanes 
in  evidence,  it  is  impossible  to  believe,  either  that  Sir  John 
in  granting,  or  the  respondents,  in  accepting  of  the  lease  in 
the   terms  it  is  conceived,   could  imagine  that  subjects, 
to    which   those  terms  were  altogether   inapplicable,    or 
rather,  which  those  terms  expressly  excluded,  were  com  - 
prehended. 

Besides,  it  was  irregular  to  allow  the  respondents  a  proof 
of  all  the  facts  and  circumstances,  which  was  permitting  the 
written  agreement  to  be  explained  by  parole  testimony,  con- 
trary to  a  fixed  principle  of  law.  Further,  the  respondents 
having  referred  the  truth  of  the  facts  alleged  by  them  to 
the  oaths  of  Sir  John  Stewart,  and  the  appellant  Mr.  Stew- 
art ;  and  they  having  deposed  negative  to  all  the  allegations, 
these  oaths,  according  to  established  law,  were  conclusive 
against  the  respondents,  and  who  ought  not  to  have  been 
permitted  afterwards  to  resort  to  other  evidence. 

The  acts  of  possession  or  working  of  the  quarries  in  dis- 
pute, from  whence  the  respondents  infer  Sir  John's,  as  well 
as  their  own  understanding,  that  they  were  included  in  the 
lease,  were  not  of  right  but  of  tolerance  ;  and  therefore  can- 
not be  sot  up  agairist  Sir  John,  and  much  less  against  the 
appellant  Mr.  Stewart,  who  stands  infeft  in  the  lands  of 
Obney,  and  of  the  quarries,  as  pertinent  thereof,  free  of  all 
leases  which  did  not  exist  at  the  date  of  the  right.  The 
quarries,  at  the  time  when  the  respondents  were  allowed  to 
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1790.       work  in  Craig  Obney,  were  not  reckoned  of  value,  nor  had 

they  any  competitor.     It  is  observable  that  what  the  re- 

V.  '     '  spondents  principally  rely  on  as  acts  of  possession  on  their 

BELLS.  part,  and  homologated  on  the  part  of  Sir  John,  is  digging 
slates  for  the  landlord's  own  nse ;  but  as  the  expense  of 
digging,  and  not  the  value  of  the  slates,  was  then  the  chief 
object,  his  not  challenging  the  respondents  for  going  ont  of 
the  limits  is  noways  extraordinary ;  nor  can  it  support  the 
respondents'  inference,  that  he  must  have  supposed  they 
were  keeping  within  the  limits. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — A  lease  is  a  eontraetug 
bonce  fidei,  and  of  course  the  extent  of  the  sabject  let  must 
depend  on  what  the  lessee  understood  he  bargained  for,  and 
what  the  proprietor  appeared  at  the  time  to  have  granted. 
In  the  present  case,  the  circumstances  that  have  been  stated 
from  the  proof,  ascertain  the  real  import  of  the  bargain  be- 
tween Sir  John  Stewart  and  the  respondents :  namely.  That 
Anderson,  the  immediate  preceding  tenant,  possessed  thequar- 
ries  in  dispute,  under  a  lease  in  exactly  similar  terms  to  the 
respondents  :  That  the  respondents  understood  at  the  time 
that  they  bargained  for  the  quarries  possessed  by  Anderson, 
and  so  described  their  bargain  to  Daniel  Clark,  whom  they 
wished  to  take  a  share  in  the  lease  :  That  they  immediately 
on  obtaining  their  lease,  took  possession  of  the  disputed 
quarries,  and  continued  to  possess  them  undisturbed  from 
Nov.  1780  to  spring  1785 :  That  during  this  long  period  (the 
respondents'  rent  being  chiefly  payable  in  kind),  they  fur- 
nished large  quantities  of  slates,  chiefly  if  not  altogether 
from  these  disputed  quarries  of  Obney,  to  Sir  John  Stewart: 
That  Sir  John  Stewart  signified  his  orders  in  regard  to  these 
slates  personally  at  least  on  two  occasions.  All  which  facts 
and  circumstances  are  quite  inconsistent  with  the  supped- 
^  tion  that  they  held  the  quarries  of  Obney  not  to  be  included 
in  the  lease. 

In  point  of  fact,  the  hill  or  mountain  of  Birnam  is  a  gene- 
ric term,  comprehending  a  track  of  country.  That  name, 
**  Birnam,"  comprehends  the  mnir  of  Birnam,  the  forest  of 
Birnam,  and  the  mountain  of  Birnam  ;  and  the  hill  of  Obney 
is  just  a  part  of  the  latter  mountain  of  Birnam.  Formerly 
the  woods  which  surrounded  it  were  of  great  extent,  and 
are  accordingly  spoken  of  as  a  distinguished  object  in 
Shakespeare's  Macbeth  ;  but  the  mountain  is  now  skirted 
round  with  cultivated  farms. 
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After  bearing  counsel,  it  was  1790. 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained 
of  be  affirmed. 


For  Appellants,  TF.  Grant,  W.  Adam. 

For  Respondents,  Alex,  Wight^  AL  Maconoehiey  •/•  An* 

struther. 


[M.  4617.] 

Elizabeth  Brucb,  and  Margaret  Bruce,  ^ 
Daughters  of  the  deceased  David  Bruce  >  Appellants; 
of  Einnaird,         ....  ) 

James  Bruce  of  Einnaird,  Esq.,  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  16th  April  1790. 

Succession — Fobeion — Lex  Domicilii — An  officer  in  the  East 
Lidia  Company's  Serrice  had  made  several  remittances  home, 
with  the  view  of  returning  to  his  native  country  of  Scotland. 
Remittances  were  on  their  way  home,  to  the  extent  of  £5708,  and 
were  on  shipboard  when  he  died  in  India.  He  left  other  estates 
in  India  worth  £2198,  and,  together  with  other  remittances  to 
London,  his  whole  personal  estate  amounted  to  £9000.  James 
Bruce,  the  son  of  the  first  marriage,  and  brother  consanguinean 
of  Major  Bruce,  contended,  that  as  the  division  of  this  intestate's 
personal  estate  must  be  regulated  by  the  law  of  England,  as  the 
lex  domiciliii  he  was  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  estate  with  the 
brothers  and  sisters  of  the  full  blood.  Held,  in  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion, and  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  that  he  was  so  entitled 
todaim. 

David  Bruce  of  Einnaird,  at  his  death,  left  issue  by  his 
first  wife,  a  son,  James  Bruce,  (who  became  the  Abyssinian 
traveUer),  and  William,  Robert,  Thomas,  and  two  daughters, 
the  appellants,  Elizabeth  and  Margaret,  by  his  second  mar- 
riage. 

William^  the  eldest  of  the  second  marriage,  went  to  India, 
and  having  entered  into  the  East  India  Company's  service, 
attained  the  rank  of  Major,  and  acquired  a  fortune  of 
£9000. 

With  the  view  of  coming  home  to  his  native  country,  he 
had  made  various  remittances  to  agents  for  his  own  behoof. 
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1790.       In  particular,  he  remitted  in  1778  £1076.  58.  to  London, 
but  the  person  to  whom  it  was  remitted  having  died  banb 
rupty  this  sum  was  lost.     Another  remittance  of  £226.  Us. 
BBocE.      Id.  was  made  to  a  Mr.  Conway  in  London,  which  was  ayail- 

178L      ^^^^  ^^^  division.     And  £5708.  2s.  3d.  Sterling  was  remit- 

1783.  ted  to  Mrs.  Alexander  and  Messrs.  Barclay  and  Low  of 
Glasgow,  with  a  power  of  attorney  to  those  persons^  and 
letters,  directing  them  to  lay  out  and  invest  the  monej  at 
interest,  on  the  best  security,  for  his  behoof,  as  they,  or 
either  of  them,  should  think  proper  or  expedient.  The  at- 
torney is  dated  24th  Jan.  The  letter  accompanying  it  bean 
the  same  date,  and  a  subsequent  letter  of  instructions  bean 

1783.       7th  February. 

The  bills  for  this  sum,  with  the  attorney  and  letters  of 
instructions,  were  on  shipboard,  on  their  way  to  England, 
when  Major  Bruce  died.  They  were  drawn  on  the  East 
India  Company,  and  made  payable  at  long  dates  after  sight; 
but  on  arrival,  and  being  presented,  the  Company  refused 
to  accept,  unless  four  years  were  allowed  for  the  two  fint, 
and  five  years  for  the  other.  This  was  done  with  the  re- 
spondent's consent.  The  only  other  estate  was  that  left  in 
India  at  his  death,  administered  to  by  his  brother  Robert,  of 
which  £1198.  17s.  lOd.  was  remitted  to  Edinburgh,  and 
£1000  niore  expected.  The  question  then  was  as  to  the 
division  of  this  personal  estate  between  the  brothers  and 
sisters  of  the  deceased.  Whether  it  fell  to  be  divided  sole- 
ly among  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  second  marriage 
(being  of  the  full  blood),  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland ; 
or  whether  the  respondent  James  Bruce,  of  the  half  blood, 
was  entitled  to  any  share,  on  the  assumption  that  the  de- 
ceased was  domiciled  in  England,  by  the  law  of  which,  a 
brother  cansanguinean  is  entitled  to  share  equally  with  bro- 
thers of  the  full  blood. 

He  therefore  brought  an  action  against  the  surviving 
brothers  and  sisters,  and  also  against  the  agents  in  Edinburgh 
and  Glasgow,  to  whom  these  remittances  were  made,  contend- 
ing, that  as  the  Major  died  by  law,  domiciled  in  England, 
where  his  effects  were  also  situated  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
his  estate  fell  to  be  divided  according  to  the  law  of  Eng- 
land, and  concluding  that,  according  to  that  law,  he  was 
entitled  to  a  share  with  his  other  sisters  and  brothers.  The 
defence  stated  to  this  action  was,  that  the  Major  being  a 
Scotsman,  the  law  of  Scotland  must  rule  the  division  of  his 
intestate  succession,  which  excluded  half  blood. 
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The  Lord  Ordinary  ordered  memorials  on  the  question,       1790. 
which  the  respondent  stated  to  be  simply : — Whether  the    _ 
law  of  England  or  the  law  of  Scotland  was  to  regulate  the     brucbs 
intestate  succession  of  Major  Bruce,  a  Scotsman,  who  died     bbd'cb. 
in  India,  domiciled  there,  and  leaving  his  effects  partly  there 
and  partly  in  England  ? — The  respondent  contended  that 
formerly,  it  had  been  a  controversy,  where  an  intestate  dies 
domiciled  in  one  country,  but  his  effects  in  another,  whether 
the  succession  was  to  follow  the  law  of  the  domicile  or  the 
law  of  the  place  where  the  effects  were  situated ;  but,  in 
the  present  case,  no  such  doiibt  could  arise,  as  Major  Bruce 
was  domiciled  in  India  at  the  time  of  his  death  ;  part  of  his 
estate  was  there,  and  part  in  England,  and  consequently 
both  the  forum  domicilii  and  the  Ux  loci  rei  sitcB  concur 
in  supporting  his  claim. 

The  appellants,  on  the  other  hand,  addmitted  that  the 
lex  loci  rei  sitcR  must  govern  as  to  that  part  of  the  estate 
still  in  India  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  but,  in  reference  to 
the  £5708,  remitted  by  the  three  bills,  and  which  was  then 
on  shipboard  on  its  way  to  this  country,  they  maintained  that 
it  was  divisible  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  to  which 
country  it  was  destined  to  be  invested  in  securities,  and  to 
which  the  deceased  himself  purposed  to  return. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  (Monboddo)  pronounced  this  inter- 
locutor.— "  Finds,  1.  That  Major  Bruce  was  in  the  service  Dec.  7, 1787. 
"  of  the  East  India  Company,  and  not  in  a  regiment  on  the 
"  British  Establishment,  which  might  have  been  in  India 
"  only  occasionally,  and  as  he  was  not  upon  his  way  to  Scot- 
''  land,  nor  had  declared  any  fixed  and  settled  intention  to 
"  return  thither  at  any  particular  time,  India  must  be  con- 
"  sidercd  as  the  place  of  his  domicile.  2.  That  as  all  his  ef- 
'*  fects  were  either  in  Indian  or  in  the  hands  of  the  East 
"  India  Company,  or  of  others,  his  debtors  in  England, 
'*  though  he  had  granted  letters  of  attorney  to  some  of  his 
*'  friends  in  Scotland,  empowering  them  to  uplift  those 
"  debts,  his  res  sitce  must  be  considered  to  be  in  England : 
"  Therefore  finds,  That  the  English  law  must  be  the  rule  in 
'*  this  case,  for  determining  the  succession  of  Major  Bruce, 
"  and  consequently  that  James  Bruce  of  Kinnaird  is  entitled 
*^  to  succeed  with  the  defenders,  brothers  and  sisters,  con- 
'*  sanguinean  and  decerns."  And,  on  reclaiming  petition, 
the  Court  adhered.  j„2^  1^  l^gg 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 
.    Pleaded/or  the  Appellants. — Major  Bruce's  domicile  was 
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1790.  in  Scotland.  Domicile,  in  the  legal  sense,  is  a  word  of  very 
different  import  from  residence  or  habitation,  because  am- 
bassadors, envoys,  exiles,  do  not  lose  their  domicile  although 

BRUCE,  they  reside  in  a  foreign  country.  Mere  length  of  time  or 
mere  residence  in  a  place,  does  not  therefore  per  se  consii- 
tttte  domicile.  Three  roles  aro  invariable ;  1.  Every  man  has 
a  domicile  in  his  native  country,  until  he  acquires  another; 
2.  That  he  can  acquire  another  only  by  establishing  himself 
there,  animo  remanendi ;  and,  3.  That  however  long  a  party 
may  reside  abroad  iu  certain  capacities,  still  his  domicile 
remains  at  home  in  his  native  country,  to  which  he  belongSy 
where  he  was  bom,  and  to  which  it  is  reasonable  to  presume 
he  has  always  an  intention  of  returning,  although  the  time 
of  doing  so  be  undetermined. — Major  Bruce  was  bom  in  Scot- 
land, and  all  Scotsmen  abroad,  who  have  no  intention  per- 
manently to  remain  there,  but  who  have  a  constant  intention 
of  returning  to  their  native  country,  are  domiciled  Scotsmen; 
and  it  makes  no  difference  in  the  intention,  that  the  day  or 
term  of  returning  may  not  be  fixed,  because  the  intention 
of  returning  may  be  as  positive  in  the  one  case  as  the  other. 
Nor  is  it  material  to  this  intention,  that  Major  Bruce  was 
not  a  British  officer,  in  the  service  of  the  Crown,  becanse 
the  East  India  Company  is  a  British  Company,  incorporated 
by  charter  from  the  British  Crown — the  possessions  in  India 
are  British — and  as  much  a  part  of  Scotland  as  England,  the 
term  *'  Britain  "  comprehending  both  countries.  When  a 
Briton  enters  into  foreign  service,  such  as  French  or  Fms- 
sian,  this  presumes  an  abandonment  of  his  country  and  his 
domicile ;  but  the  same  cannot  hold,  where  a  Briton  enters 
into  the  East  India  Company's  service,  which  is  a  British 
Company,  and  a  British  possession,  under  the  allegiance  and 
dominion  of  the  British  Crown.  Major  Bruce  had  express- 
ed his  intention  of  returning  in  the  letters  adduced,  althoogh 
the  precise  time  was  not  fixed.  He  had,  in  furtherance  of 
this  intention,  transmitted  the  £5780  to  Scotland,  which 
was  the  strongest  evidence  of  his  intention  to  return  to  his 
native  country ;  and,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  therefore^ 
his  estate  fell  to  be  distributed  among  his*  brothers  and  sis- 
ters of  the  foil  blood. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent — 1.  By  the  various  decisions  of 
the  Court  of  Session,  it  has  been  established,  that  the  per- 
sonal property  of  an  intestate,  must  be  distributed  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  the  place  in  which  such  property  is  situat- 
ed ;  and  as  the  property  of  Major  Bruce  was  part  in  India, 
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and  the  other  part  in  England,  at  least  must  bo  so  held,  as       1790. 
being  doe  to  an  intestate  resident  in  India,  and  payable  by 
a  trading  company  resident  in  England,  such  property  must 
be  considered,  in  the  eye  of  law,  as  situated  either  in  £ng-      druck. 
land  or  India,  and  tlierefore  distributable,  in  either  case,  ac- 
cording to  the  law  of  England.     2.  The  circumstances  of 
tlie  present  case  prove  that  Major  Bruce  was  domiciled  in  a 
country  subject  to  the  laws  of  England,  and  therefore  the 
respondent  was  entitled  to  participate  in  a  share  of  the  sue- 
cession,  whether  the  lex  domicilii,  or  the  lex  loci  rei  sitce  is 
adopted  as  the  rule  of  succession ;  because  by  the  laws  of 
England  the  half  blood  is  entitled  to  a  share  along  with  the 
full  blood. 
After  hearing  counsel, 

Lord  Chancellor  Tqcjrlow  stated : — 

"  My  Lords, 

^  Ab  I  haye  no  doubt  that  the  decree  ought  to  be  affirmed,  I  would 
not  haTe  troubled  your  Lordships  by  delivering  my  reasons,  had  it 
not  been  pressed,  with  some  anxiety,  from  the  bar,  that  if  there  was 
to  be  an  affirmance,  the  grounds  of  the  determination  should  be  stat- 
ed, to  preyent  its  being  understood  that  the  whole  doctrine  laid  down 
by  the  interlocutor  appealed  from,  and  particularly  that  on  which 
it  was  said  the  judges  of  the  Court  of  Session  proceeded,  principally 
in  this,  and  former  cases  similar  to  it,  had  the  sanction  of  this  House. 
It  bad  been  urged,  that  the  judgment  should  contain  a  declara- 
tion of  what  was  the  law,  and  he  had  resolved  in  his  own  mind, 
whether  that  would  be  expedient.  It  was  not  usual  in  this  House, 
or  in  the  oourts  of  law,  to  decide  more  than  the  very  case  before 
them  ;  and  he  had  particular  reluctance  to  go  further  in  the  present 
case ;  because,  as  had  been  stated  ^with  great  propriety  by  one  of 
the  respondent's  counsel  (  Mr.  Hope),  various  cases  had  been  decided 
in  Scotland,  upon  principles  which,  if  this  House  were  to  condemn, 
a  pretext  might  be  afforded  to  disturb  matters  long  at  rest. 

'^  But  I  have  no  objection  to  declare  what  were  the  grounds  of  my 
own  opinion,  and  how  far  it  coincided  with  the  rules  laid  down  by 
the  Court  below — ^Two  reasons  were  assigned  for  having  declared 
that  the  distribution  of  Major  Bruce's  personal  estate  ought  to  be 
according  to  the  law  of  England ;  First,  That  India,  a  country  sub- 
ject to  that  law,  was  to  be  held  as  the  place  of  his  domicilium^  and 
certain  circumstances,  from  which  that  was  inferred,  were  adduced. 
These  he  considered  only  as  circumstances  in  the  case;  that  is, 
though  these  had  been  wanting,  the  same  conclusion  might  have 
been  inferred  from  other  circumstances.  In  his  mind,  the  whole 
circumstances  of  Major  Bruce's  life  led  to  the  same  conclusion. — The 
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1790.  second  reason  assigned  bj  the  interlocutor  was,  that  the  propertj  of 
—  the  deceased,  which  was  the  subject  of  distribution,  was,  at  the  time 
BRUGES  of  his  death,  in  India  or  in  England.  As  to  this,  he  founded  so 
little  on  it,  that  he  professed  he  could  not  see  how  the  proper^ 
could  be  considered  as  in  England  ;  it  consisted  of  debts  ovring  to 
the  deceased,  or  money  in  bills  of  exchange  drawn  on  the  Lidia 
Company.  Debts  have  no  situs  ;  they  follow  the  person  of  the 
creditor ;  that  proposition,  therefore,  in  the  interlocutor  fails  io 
fact. 

^^  But  the  true  ground  upon  which  the  cause  turned  was,  the  de- 
ceased being  domiciled  in  India.  He  was  bom  in  Scotland;  but  he 
had  no  property  there.  A  person's  origin,  in  a  question  of,  Where 
is  his  domicile  ?  is  to  be  reckoned  as  but  one  circumstance  in  evi- 
dence, which  may  aid  other  circumstances ;  but  it  is  an  exroneoos 
proposition,  that  a  person  is  to  be  held  domiciled  where  he  drew  his 
first  breath,  without  adding  something  more  unequirocaL  A  per- 
son being  at  a  place  is  prima  facie  eyidence  that  he  is  domiciled  st 
that  place ;  and  it  lies  on  those  who  say  otherwise  to  rebut  that 
evidence.  It  may  be  rebutted,  no  doubt  a  person  may  be  travel- 
iing ; — on  a  visit ;  he  may  be  there  for  a  time,  on  account  of  health 
or  business ;  a  soldier  may  be  ordered  to  Flanders,  and  may  be  de* 
tained  for  many  months; — the  case  of  ambassadors,  &c.;  and  what 
will  make  a  person's  domicile  or  home  in  contradistinction  to  these 
cases,  must  occur  to  every  one.  A  British  man  settles  as  a  merchast 
abroad ; — he  enjoys  the  priyileges  of  the  place — he  may  mean  to  re- 
turn when  he  has  made  his  fortune ;  but  if  he  die  in  the  intenaL 
will  it  be  maintained  that  he  had  his  domicile  at  home  ?  In  this 
case.  Major  Bruce  left  Scotland  in  his  eariy  years ;  he  went  to  India  s 
returned  to  England,  and  remained  there  for  two  years,  without  so 
much  as  visiting  Scotland,  and  then  went  to  India,  and  lived  there 
sixteen  years,  and  died.  He  meant  to  return  to  his  natiye  coontiy, 
it  is  said,  and  let  it  be  granted  :  he  then  meant  to  change  his  domi- 
cile, but  he  died  before  actually  changing  it.  These  were  the  groonds 
of  his  opinion,  though  he  would  move  a  simple  affirmance  of  the 
decree;  but  he  would  not  hesitate,  as  from  himself,  to  lay  down  for 
law  generally,  that  personal  property  follows  the  person  of  the  own- 
er ;  and,  in  case  of  his  decease,  must  go  according  to  the  law  of  the 
country  where  he  had  his  domicile ;  for  the  actual  situs  oiiht  goods 
has  no  influence.  He  observed,  that  some  of  the  best  writers  in 
Scotland  lay  down  this  to  be  the  law  of  that  country,  and  he  quoted 
Mr.  Erskine's  Institute  as  directly  in  point.  In  one  cascy  it  was 
clearly  so  decided  in  the  Court  of  Session  ;  in  the  other  cases,  which 
had  been  relied  on  as  favouring  the  doctrine  of  lex  loci  rei  «to,  he 
thought  he  saw  ingredients  which  might  make  the  Court,  as  in 
the  present  case,  join  both  domicilium  and  situs.  But,  to  say  that 
the  lex  loci  rei  slice  is  to  govern,  though  the  domicilium  of  the  de- 
ceased be  without  contradiction  in  a  different  country,  is  a  gross  mis- 


[Mor.  p.  8769.] 

Sir  Wm.  Forbes,  Bart.,  Gborgb  Skene  ) 
and  Others,  Freeholders  of  the  County  f  Appellants ; 
of  Aberdeen,  .         .         .        .         ) 

Sir  John  JIacpherson,  Bart.,      .        .  Respondeat. 

House  of  Lords,  19th  April  1790. 

Election— Voting— Qualification.— The  Duke  of  Gordon  grant- 
ed a  liferent  superioritj  to  Sir  John  Macpherson,  then  residing  in 
India,  and,  under  this  title,  his  agents  claimed  to  have  him  enrolled 
on  the  roll  of  freeholders.  The  statutory  oath,  devised  to  detect 
nominal  and  fictitious  qualifications,  was  not  put ;  but  an  objection 
iras  stated  to  his  being  put  upon  the  roll,  on  the  ground  that  his 
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application  of  the  rules  of  the  civil  law,  and  jtif  geniiumy  though  the        1790. 
law  of  Scotland  on  this  point  is  asserted  to  be  fojonded  on  them."  , 

BRUGES 

It  was  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlo*         v. 
cutors  complained  of  be,   and  the  same  are  hereby 
affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  Sir  J.  Scott^  W.  Alexander. 

For  Respondent,  Ilay  Campbell^  Chas.  Hope^  J.  Campbell. 

Note  :  Appellant's  Authorities^  (Scottish). — Henderson's  Children, 

Durie,  fol.  88 ;  Schaw  v.  Lewins,  1  Stair*s  Decisions,  fol.  252 ; 

Brown  and  Duff  v.  Bizot,  1  Stair  and  Dirleton's  Decisions.  29 

July  1  QQf^ ;  Brown  v.  Brown,  Lord  Kilkerran,  voce  Foreign, 

Falconer,  24th  November  1744;  Monison  and  Others  v.  Earl 

of  Sutherland,  Lord  Kilkerran   voce  Foreign,   June    1749; 

Davidson  v.  Elcherson,  Fac.  Coll.  13th  January  1778;  M'Lean 

V.  Henderson,  Eodem  die. 
Foreign  Authorities. — Vattel,  a  French  Jurist,  Liv.  II.  cap.  8,  § 

100. 

Denisart,  voce  Domicile,  §  3-4.  ' 

Civil  Law. — Yoet  Comment  ad  Pandect,  lib.  38,  t.  17}  §  34. 

Yinnius,  Quest  sel.  lib.  2,  c.  19. 
Dutch  Law. — Van  Leuwen,  Censura  Forensis,  lib.  3,  6,  12,  §  ult. 

Huber.  Prselectiones  Juris  Civilis  et  Hodiemi,  pars.  1,  lib.  3, 

tit  13,  §  21  ;  pars.  2,  lib.  I,  tit  3,  §  15. 
English  Authorities. — Thome  v.  Watkins,  2  Yez.  35 — Kilpatrick 

V.  Kilpatrick,  Rolls,  27th  July  1787 ;  Bume  v.  Cole,  7th  April 

1703 ;  3  Haggard's  Eccles.  Rep.  p.  462. 
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1 790.  title  was  fictitious  and  nominal.     The  court  of  freeholders  put  him 

—^.^        upon  the  roll.    Qn  complaint  to  the  Coust  of  Session,  the  appel- 
FOBBfis  lants  insisted  that  certain   interrogatories,  embodying  the  arer- 

ments  made  in  process,  should  he  put  to  the  respondent  Held, 
by  the  Court  of  Session,  that  it  was  incompetent  to  put  such  in* 
terrogatories.  Reversed  in  the  House  of  Lords ;  and  held,  that 
the  statutory  oath,  which  was  not  taken  in  this  case,  did  not  shut 
out  all  other,  or  further  inquiry  ;  and  remit  made,  with  order  to 
ordain  him  to  confess  or  deny  the  averments  put  on  record  in  the 
appellants'  pleadings. 

In  the  month  of  October  1788,  the  respondent  claimed 
to  be  enrolled  as  a  freeholder  in  the  county  of  Aberdeen, 
upon  the  following  titles,  viz.  1.  Charter  of  resignation  in 
favour  of  Alexander,  Duke  of  Gordon,  his  heirs  and  assig- 
nees, of  the  lands,  lordships,  and  others  therein  mentioned ; 
comprehending,  inter  alia,  the  lands  and  barony  of  Touch, 
Cluny,  and  Midmar,  of  which  the  following  lands  are  parts 
and  pertinents,  viz.  all  and  whole  the  lands  of  Finlettrie, 
with  the  pertinents  therein  specified  ;  as  also  the  town  and 
lands  of  Tellyraair,  Tellygownil,  and  Haybogs,  with  the 
mill,  mill  lands,  and  astricted  multures  of  Tellyauiir,  and 
whole  pertinents  of  said  lands,  all  lying  within  the  parish  of 
Touch,  and  sheriffdom  of  Aberdeen,  which  charter  bears 
date  the  7th  August  1786.  2.  Disposition  by  the  said 
Alexander  Duke  of  Gordon,  of  the  lands  and  others  before 
mentioned,  in  favour  of  the  respondent  in  liferent,  contain- 
ing an  assignation  to  the  said  charter,  and  precept  of  sasine 
therein  contained,  so  far  as  respects  the  said  lands  and 
others  above  mentioned ;  which  disposition  is  dated  the  26th 
September  1786.  3.  Instrument  of  sasine  following  upon 
the  said  charter  and  disposition,  dated  the  27th,  and  record- 
ed in  the  particular  register  of  sasines  kept  at  Aberdeen  the 
29th  of  the  said  month  of  September  1788. 

It  was  alleged  by  the  appellants  and  other  freeholders, 
that  the  Duke  of  Gordon  was  in  the  practice  of  manufactur- 
ing fictitious  votes  to  a  large  extent,  by  granting  qualifica- 
tions to  bis  numerous  friends.  Among  others,  he  had  granted 
the  above  qualification  to  Sir  John  M'Pherson,  then  Gover- 
nor General  at  Bengal. 

But  to  his  claim  to  be  enrolled  as  a  freeholder  the  appel- 
lant George  Skene  stated  the  following  objection  : — "  That 
''  the  qualification  therein  described,  upon  which  the  said 
**  Sir  John  M'Pherson  claims  to  be  enrolled  as  a  freeholder 
''  of  this  county,  is  nominal  and  fictitious^  confidential,  and 
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"  created  for  the  sole  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  vote,  and       ^'^' 


"  that  in  defiance  of  the  statute  of  the  7  of  George  IL,  and 
"  of  the  other  laws  respecting  the  qualifications  of  freehold-  «. 

**  ers  entitled  to  vote  in  the  election  of  members  to  serve  in  macpherson. 
"  parliament  for  this  county." 

To  this  objection  the  respondents'  agent  made  the  fol- 
lowing answer : — "  That  the  objection  is  without  founda- 
"  Hon,  and  arises  merely  from  presumption ;  that  the  claim- 
"  ant  is  a  real  and  true  purchaser  of  the  superiority,  for  a 
"  price  actually  paid  ;  and  therefore  it  would  be  doing  an 
« injustice  to  deprive  him  of  the  benefit  of  that  purchase,  as 
"  no  objection  has  been  or  can  be  stated  to  his  titles  to  be 
"  enrolled." 

The  majority  of  the  freeholders  being  satisfied  with  this 
answer,  the  respondent  was  admitted  to  the  roll. 

The  appellants  then  complained  against  this  judgment  to 
the  Court  of  Session,  under  the  authority  of  the  statutes ; 
stating  that  ex  facie  of  the  transaction,  it  evidently  appear- 
ed that  it  never  was  the  object  of  these  titles  to  convey  to 
the  respondent  any  real  or  substantial  estate,  or  even  to  af- 
ford him  an  independent  free  qualification,  and  insisting 
that  the  respondent  should  answer  certain  interrogatories 
tending  to  ezpiscate  the  fictitious  nature  of  his  title  and 
qualification ;  such  as,  That  the  conveyance  of  the  lands 
contained  in  his  title  was  made  without  his  previous  consent 
or  knowledge,  and  that  the  expenses  of  these  titles  were 
borne  by  the  Duke.  That  they  were  never  delivered  to  the 
respondent  before  his  enrolment,  or  at  any  time  in  his  pos- 
session. And  whether  he  considered  himself  bound  in  hon- 
our to  vote  for  the  Duke's  candidate,  and  to  renounce  his 
freehold  qualification  at  his  Grace's  pleasure. ; 

The  Court  of  Session  pronounced  this  interlocutor: — Mar.  6, 1789. 
"  The  LfOrds  having  advised  this  petition  and  complaint, 
"  with  the  answers  thereto,  replies  and  duplies ;  they  find 
'*  it  incompetent  to  put  the  questions  proposed  by  the  com- 
''  plainers ;  repel  also  the  objection  of  nominal  and  fictitious 
"  to  the  respondent's  qualification,  and  therefore  dismisses 
''  the  complaint,  assoilzie  the  respondent,  and  decerns." 

Against  this  judgment  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants. — When  a  great  proprietor, 
whether  peer  or  commoner,  parcels  out  the  superiority  of  his 
estate  amongst  a  number  of  his  confidential  friends,  for  the 
avowed  purpose  of  introducing  them  into  the  roll  of  free- 
holders, every  one  must  see  that  he  can  have  no  object  in 
view  but  to  increase  his  own  influence,  or,  in  other  words. 
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1790.  his  power  of  voting ;  it  being  the  same  thing  whether  he 
'  exercise  the  power  by  himself,  or  by  others  appointed  bj 

FOBBBs  jjjj^^  ^  system  so  obviously  inconsistent  with  the  constitn- 
MACPBER80M.  tion,  which  allows  no  vote  to  peers,  and  only  one  to  com- 
moners, however  large  their  estates,  can  have  no  foundation 
in  law. 

By  the  original  constitution  of  Scotland,  all  the  imme- 
diate vassals  of  the  crown  were  obliged,  without  distinc- 
tion, to  give,  attendance  in  parliament;  but,  in  process 
of  time,  they  became  so  numerous,  and  the  estates  of  some 
of  them  were  so  small  as  to  render  it  necessary  to  relai 
from  the  rigour  of  the  ancient  law. — Statutes,  accordingly, 
passed  in  the  reigns  of  James  IL  and  James  IV.  of  Scothind, 
dispensing  with  the  attendance  of  those  whose  estates  were 
under  a  certain  extent ;  and  at  last,  in  1587,  a  material  al- 
teration took  place,  by  the  introduction  of  representatives 
from  each  county :  for  the  election  of  whom  a  statute  pars- 
ed in  that  year,  and  ordained : — '*  That  all  the  freeholders 
''  of  the  king,  under  the  degree  of  prelates  and  lords  of 
''  parliament,  be  warned  by  proclamation  to  be  present  at 
'*  the  choosing  of  the  said  commissioners,  and  none  to  have 
*'  vote  in  their  elections  but  such  as  have  forty -shilliiigs 
''  land  in  free  tennandry,  holden  of  the  king,  and  haTe 
**  their  actual  dwelling  and  residence  within  the  same  shire." 

Some  questions  having  arisen  with  regard  to  the  right  of 
voting,  to  prevent  these  for  the  time  to  come,  it  was  enact- 
ed by  the  act  1661,  cap.  35,  **  That  besides  all  heritors  who 
"  hold  a  forty-shilling  land  of  the  king's  majesty  in  capite; 
"  that  also  all  heritors^  liferenttrSi  and  wadsetters^  holding 
**  of  the  king  and  others,  who  held  their  lands  formerly  of 
*'  the  bishops  and  abbots,  and  now  hold  of  the  king,  and 
'*  whose  yearly  rent  doth  amount  to  10  chalders  of  victual, 
*'  or  £1000,  (all  feu-duties  being  deducted),  shall  be,  and 
'*  are  capable  to  vote  in  the  election  of  commissioners  of 
''  parliament,  and  to  be  elected  commissioners  to  parliament, 
**  excepting  always  from  this  act,  all  noblemen  and  their 
*'  vassals." — The  £1000  here  mentioned  is  Scots  money,  that 
is,  £83.  6s.  8d.  sterling,  and  shows  that  a  tolerable  estate  was 
then  required  to  entitle  a  person  to  so  important  a  privilege. 

To  discover  whether  an  estate,  on  which  a  vote  was  churn- 
ed, yielded  10  chalders,  or  £1000  Scots  of  free  rent,  might 
often  be  attended  with  difficulty,  and  much  time  might  be 
consumed  in  parliament  by  trying  the  merits  of  controverted 
elections.  A  statute  was  accordingly  passed  in  1681,  which, 
after  reciting  the  great  delay  in  despatch  of  public  afiaii^ 
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&c.  enacted : — '^  That  none  shall  have  vote  in  the  election       1790- 
**  of  commissioners  for  shires  or  stewartries,  which  have  ' 

'*  been  in  use  to  have  been  represented  in  parliament  and  ^^^^^^ 
**  conventions,  but  those  who  at  that  time  shall  be  publicly  xacpberson. 
**  infeft,  in  property  or  superiority,  and  in  possession  of 
'*  forty-shilling  land  of  old  extent,  holden  of  the  king  or 
**  prince,  distinct  from  the  feu*duties  in  feu  lands,  or  where 
"  the  said  old  extent  appears  not,  shall  be  infeft  in  lands 
**  liable  in  public  burdens  for  his  Majesty's  supplies  for 
**  £400  of  valued  rent,  whether  kirklands  holden  of  the 
**  king,  or  other  lands  holding  feu  ward  or  blanch  of  his 
**  Majesty,  as  king  or  prince  of  Scotland.  And  that  appris- 
**  era  and  adjudgers  shall  have  no  votes  in  the  said  elections 
**  daring  the  legal  reversion,  and  that  after  the  expiry  there- 
**  of,  the  appriser  or  adjudger  first  infeft,  shall  only  have  a 
^*  vote,  and  that  no  other  appriser  or  adjudger  coming  in 
*'  pari  passu,  till  their  shares  be  divided  ;  that  the  extent  of 
*^  the  valuation  thereof  might  appear,  and  that  during  the 
^*  legal,  the  heritor  having  right  to  the  reversion  shall  have 
<*  vote.  And  likewise  proper  wadsetters,  having  lands  of 
**  the  holding,  extent,  or  valuation  foresaid,  and  that  appa- 
^^  rent  heirs,  being  in  possession  by  virtue  of  their  predeces- 
^*  Bor's  infeftment,  of  the  holding,  extent,  or  valuation  fore- 
**  said,  and  likewise  liferenters,  and  husbands,  for  the  free- 
**  holds  of  their  wives,  or  having  a  right  to  the  liferent  by 
^*  the  courtesy,  if  the  said  hferenters  claim  their  vote,  other- 
«<  wise  the  fiar  shall  have  vote ;  but  both  fiar  and  liferenter 
*^  shall  not  have  vote,  unless  they  have  distinct  lands  of  the 
^*  holding,  extent,  or  valuation  foresaid ;  but  that  no  person 
**  infeft  for  relief  or  payment  of  sums  shall  have  vote,  but 
*^  the  grantors  of  the  saids  rights,  their  heirs  or  successors." 
This  statute  appears  to  have  been  anxiously  framed,  to  ex- 
clude every  species  of  unsubstantial  qualifications.  It  is 
true,  indeed,  that  the  right  of  voting,  as  formerly,  was  still 
confined  to  those  who  held  their  lands  immediately  of  the 
crown ;  and  as  liferenters  were  preferred  to  fiars,  it  has  been 
maintained  that  a  liferenter  of  a  bare  superiority,  yielding 
bim  no  earthly  profit,  is  entitled  to  vote,  both  under  the  let- 
ter and  under  the  spirit  of  this  statute.  It,  however,  had 
no  such  qualification  in  view.  It  was  common  in  those  days, 
and  is  so  still,  to  create  liferenters  and  fiars  in  family  settle- 
ments :  for  instance,  a  father  settling  his  estate  upon  occa- 
sion of  his  eldest  son's  marriage,  divests  himself  of  the  fee, 
by  conveying  to  his  son  and  the  heirs  of  the  marriage,  with 
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1790.       th©  burden  of  his  own  liferent,  or,  in  other  words*  .reserving 
■  to  himself  the  enjoyment  of  the  rents  during  his  life.     It  is 

FOBBBs  plain,  in  such  a  transaction,  the  father  continues  to  have  a 
MACPHBBsoM.  ^^^  bcneficial  interest  in  the  estate ;  and  it  is  most  just  that 
the  preferable  right  of  voting  should  likewise  continue  with 
him.  Such  instances  of  real  and  substantial  liferents  were 
plainly  what  the  act  1681  had  in  view ;  and  not  that  sort  of 
imaginaiy  liferent  of  ndked  superiority,  which  the  invention 
of  modern  times  has  raised  up  for  the  mere  purpose  of  mul- 
tiplying fictitious  votes  in  defraud  of  the  law. 

On  this  footing  matters  rested  until  the  Union,  when,  by 
an  act  passed  in  1707,  cap.  8,  it  was  enacted : — *'  That  none 
'*  shall  be  capable  to  elect,  or  bo  elected,  to  represent  a  shire 
**  or  burgh,  in  the  parliament  of  Great  Britain,  for  this  part 
"  of  the  united  kingdom,  except  such  as  are  now  capable  by 
''  the  laws  of  this  kingdom  to  elect,  or  to  be  elected,  as 
'*  commissioners  for  shires  or  burghs  to  the  parliament  of 
"  Scotland." 

No  person  had  then  conceived  the  idea  of  arrogating  to 
himself  more  votes  than  one,  by  giving  fraudulent  qualifica- 
tions to  confidential  friends,  who  were  to  vote  according  to 
his  directions;  but  as  soon  as  parliamentary  interest  became 
an  object  of  great  consequence,  the  ingenuity  of  lawyers 
Q.  Anne,  contrived  methods  by  which  the  law  might  be  evaded.  Bat, 
to  do  away  with  these,  an  act  was  passed,  setting  forth : — 
**  That  of  late  several  conveyances  of  estates  had  been  made 
*^  in  trust,  or  redeemable  for  illusory  sums,  noways  ade- 
^*  quate  to  the  true  value  of  the  lands,  on  purpose  to  create 
**  and  multiply  votes  in  election  of  members  to  serve  in 
^^  parliament  for  that  part  of  Britain  called  Scotland,  con- 
*^  trary  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  laws  in  that 
**  behalf,  and  enacting,  that  it  should  be  lawful  to  or  for  any 
^'  of  the  electors  present,  suspecting  any  person  to  have 
^'  his  estate  in  trust  for  behoof  of  another,  to  require  the 
*^  following  oath  from  him,"  (here  follows  the  form  of 
oath). 

Still,  in  process  of  time,  new  devices  were  framed  to  evade 
the  law,  as  the  practice  of  creating  false  votes  still  continued, 
which  led  to  a  new  form  of  oath ;  declaring  "  That  his  title 
'*  was  not  nominal  or  fictitious,  created  in  him,  in  order  to 
**  enable  him  to  vote  for  a  member  to  serve  in  parliament, 
but  that  it  is  a  truo  and  real  estate  in  him,  for  his  own  use 
and  benefit,  and  for  the  use  of  no  other  person  whcUever" 
The  respondent's  title  and  qualification,  it  is  maintained, 
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is  one  of  those  stnick  at  by  the  above  enactments ;  and  being       1790. 
nominal  and  fictitious,  ought  to  be  annulled  and  set  aside.       ■. 

Pleaded  far  the  Respondent. — In  reference  to  the  act  fobbes 
1681^  which  gave  the  privilege  of  voting  to  wadsetters  andx^cPEBBsoN. 
Uferenters,  no  subsequent  act  appears  to  have  taken  away 
that  right  so  conferred.  But,  since  that  time,  two  acts  of 
material  consequence  to  the  present  cause  have  been  pass- 
ed, relative  to  the  qualification  of  freeholders.  These  are, 
the  act  12th  Anne,  and  the  7  of  George  XL,  the  sole  object 
of  which  was,  to  prevent  persons  voting  who  had  not  really 
in  them  that  estate  which,  from  their  title-deeds  they  seem 
to  possess,  but  it  was  not  the  intention  of  these  statutes  to 
prevent  wadsetters  or  liferenters  from  voting. 

As  the  whole  system  of  law  relative  to  the  election  of 
members  of  parliament  is  entirely  statutory,  and  depends 
principally  upon  the  statutes  which  have  already  been  men- 
tioned, so  it  is  apprehended  that  judges,  in  determining  any 
question  arising  out  of  that  system,  are  to  be  directed  solely 
by  the  enactments  of  the  statutes ;  they  are  merely  interpre- 
ters of  the  acts  of  parliament,  and  have  no  right  to  do  more 
than  obey  the  injunctions,  and  give  effect  to  the  particular 
regulations  contained  in  those  acts,  from  which  alone  their 
power  of  determining  as  to  the  qualification  is  derived. 
Now,  the  statutes  of  Queen  Anne  and  Oeorge  IL,  while 
they  were  intended  to  prevent  persons  from  voting,  who 
had  not  really  in  them  those  estates  upon  which  they 
claimed  that  right,  and  to  detect  latent  and  implied  trusts, 
of  which  nothing  appeared  from  the  title-deeds;  so  the 
statutes  pointed  out  and  specified  the  way  and  manner  in 
which  this  investigation  was  to  be  made,  and  ordained  every 
person  who  claimed  the  right  of  voting,  to  take,  when  re- 
quired, certain  oaths,  which  the  legislature  introduced,  as 
the  only  means  of  detecting  whether  or  not  a  person  who, 
from  his  title-deeds  appeared  to  be  an  unexceptionable  voter, 
was  truly  so :  and  whether  his  estate  was  a  true  and  real  es- 
tate in  him,  or  only  nominal  and  fictitious. 

The  legislature  having  therefore  clearly  enacted,  that, 
where  a  freeholder's  title-deeds  are  fair  and  unexceptionable, 
and  where  he  takes  the  oath  introduced  by  the  act  George 
II.,  well  known  by  the  name  of  the  Trust  Oath,  he  is  entitled 
to  vote  for  a  member  of  parliament,  upon  what  authority 
can  a  court  of  justice  introduce  a  different  examination  and 
mode  of  investigation  from  that  introduced  by  law  ?  The 
act  of  parliament  has  said,  that  a  freeholder,  taking  the  oath 
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1790.       above  mentioned,  at  the  request  of  any  other  freeholder, 
-    Bhall  be  enrolled  as  absolute  proprietor  of  the  estate  in 


F9BBB8  right  of  which  he  claims  to  be  enrolled  :  upon  what  ground 
MACPBKBsoN.  ^l^H  auj  court  of  justice  say,  that  notwithstanding  a  person^s 
having  taken  that  oath,  he  shall  undergo  another,  and  a 
Tory  different  examination,  as  to  the  very  matter  which  it  is 
the  object  of  the  trust  oath  to  clear  up  and  ascertain  ?  The 
act  of  parliament  says,  that  where  a  person  is  enrolled,  and 
shall  refuse  to  take  the  trust  oath,  his  vote  shall  be  held 
nominal  and  fictitious,  and  he  shall  be  erased  from  the  roll; 
upon  what  ground  then  can  any  freeholder's  name  be  erased 
from  the  roll,  upon  the  idea  that  his  vote  is  nominal  and  fic- 
titious, without  his  having  refused  to  take  that  oath,  upon 
his  taking  which  the  legislature  has  declared  that  his  quali- 
fication is  no  longer  subject  to  the  objection  of  nominal  and 
fictitious  ? 

And  this  proposition,  that  the  trust  oath  is  the  only  crite- 
rion to  discover  what  votes  are  nominal  and  fictitious,  does 
not  rest  upon  the  idea  that  a  person  who  has  once  been  ex- 
amined cannot  be  examined  again.  The  respondent  has  no 
occasion  to  resort  to  this  principle.  It  is  because  the  legisla- 
ture has  prescribed  a  particular  mode  for  detecting  fictitious 
votes,  and  has  declared,  that  this  mode  being  followed,  is 
sufficient,  and  must  therefore  supercede  all  others. 

After  hearing  counsel. 

Lord  Chancellor  Thurlow: 

"  My  Lords, 

**"  I  doubt  not  this  question  has  created  a  considerable  degree  of  an- 
xiety with  regard  to  the  particular  interests  to  which  the  conse- 
quences of  the  determination  apply.  I  have  the  good  fortune  to 
stand  in  a  situation  perfectly  clear  of  all  that  anxiety : — ^haying  my- 
self no  property  nor  interest  whatsoever  in  that  part  of  the  countiy. 
The  few  wishes  I  could  possibly  enteitain  upon  the  subject,  happen 
by  accident  to  concur  with  those  who  wish  to  sustain  the  law  of 
Scotland,  and,  if  that  could  operate  anything,  it  would  certainly  go 
to  support  it ;  but,  my  Lords,  it  operates  so  little,  as  to  affect  in  no  de- 
gree the  opinion  I  entertain.  It  is  likewise  true,  I  do  not  fed 
this  to  be  a  subject  of  importance  enough  to  inflame  the  seal 
of  any  person  to  act  upon  the  occasion,  because  from  the  lapse  of 
time  and  accidents,  a  constitution  has  fallen  so  far  off  its  true  basifl^ 
that  instead  of  a  representation  made  by  the  real  and  effectual  land- 
ed property  of  the  country,  it  is  come  to  be  made,  or  capable  to  be 
made,  by  that  which  is  almost  less  than  a  shadow.     It  is  too  late 
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to  entertain  zeal  upon  such  subjects  as  those.    The  single  question        ^'^* 
therefore  is.  what  is  the  law  of  Scotland  upon  the  point  ?  — - 

FOBBSS 

**  Upon  the  other  hand,  my  Lords,  if  it  can  be  proved,  what  is  ^^ 

contended  for  at  the  bar,  that  the  law  of  Scotland,  in  regard  to  the  macpberson. 
light  of  voting,  is  not  only  in  some  places,  but  over  the  whole  of  that 
country,  of  the  nature  of  burgage  tenure,  and  if  that  country  ought 
to  be  represented  by  such  means  as  Old  Sarum  is  represented.  If 
that  can  be  maintained,  it  is  not  your  Lordships'  duty, — ^it  is  not 
within  the  compass  of  your  province,  to  say  that  all  Scotland  shall 
not  be  represented  as  Old  Sarum  is  represented  ;  but,  on  the  contra- 
ry, it  is  your  business  to  deduce  that  to  be  the  true  representation 
of  all  the  landed  property  in  Scotland,  if  such'  be  really  the  law  of 
the  place. 

"  With  respect  to  another  part  of  the  case,  I  think  the  question 
now  under  your  Lordships'  discussion,  does  not  run  upon  the  very 
same  points,  with  those  cases  that  have  been  so  oflen  quoted  and 
pressed  upon  your  Lordships  as  settled  decisions  of  this  House ;  be- 
cause, though  I  am  ready  to  declare  that  I  do  not  feel  the  same  de- 
gree of  concurrence  with  those  decisions  which  I  have  been  sensi- 
ble of  in  most  of  the  other  decisions  which  your  Lordships  have 
oome  to,  upon  the  consideration  of  the  high  authority  of  the  great 
and  eminent  person  who  certainly  advised  those  judgments ;  yet  I 
should  certainly  have  been  much  disinclined  to  have  gone  upon  a 
contrary  principle,  and,  consequently,  to  have  established  a  contrary 
rule  of  decision  to  what  was  adopted  in  this  House,  when  these  ca- 
ses originally  began.  I  don*t  mean  to  say,  that  if  that  question 
were  to  come  again  before  the  House,  I  should  look  upon  it  to  have 
been  so  decided  as  to  make  it  unfit  for  your  Lordships  to  renew  the 
consideration  of  the  whole  subject. 

^  It  is  true,  where  a  matter  is  decided  in  the  last  resort,  and  all  the 
ailments  maintained  on  that  subject,  apply  to  it  with  a  great  deal 
of  force,  it  becomes  a  matter  of  much  delicacy,  and  it  becomes  a 
matter  of  great  importance,  for  your  Lordships  to  consider  befope 
you  will  reverse  such  a  judgment  as  that.     But  it  is  impossible  for 
your  Lordships  to  lay  it  down  as  a  rule,  that  where  a  judgment  is 
given,  even  in  the  last  resort,  it  will  avowedly  and  expressly  change 
the  law.      It  will  bind  the  law  in  that  particular  case  irrevocably  ; 
but  it  will  not  make  law  in  other  cases,  or  between  other  parties  ; 
with  regard  to  him  it  is  res  inter  alias  acta  ;  for  there  is  no  rule  of 
law  founded  upon  a  proposition  so  absurd  as  this,  namely,  That  even 
in  the  last  resort  there  is  an  absolute  infallibility,  so  as  to  render  it 
a  judgment  conclusive,  not  only  as  to  the  question  before  decided, 
but  as  to  the  rule  of  law  in  all  other  cases.     For  example,  if  by  an 
accident,  too  strange  to  be  foreseen  or  imagined,  it  should  ever  occur 
to  decide  that  an  estate  to  a  man  and  his  heirs,  did  not  make  a  fee 
simple,  it  would  be  absolutely  necessary  for  your  Lordships,  the  next 
time  that  proposition  was  stated  in  the  House,  to  revise  the  ground 

TOL.  III.  N 
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1790.       of  ihat  jnclgment,  though  in  a  particalar  case  which  might  be  pro* 
posed,  an  estate  to  a  man  and  his  heirs,  would  not  make  a  fee  nm- 


F0BBB8  pie,  nor  could  he  enjoyed  hat  according  to  the  particular  right  of  o- 
^  ther  party  in  the  case. 

^  I  shall  only  farther  say^  on  this  sabject,  that  I  lament  ezoeed- 
ingly  that  which  I  haye  read  of  the  (pinions  of  the  judges  of  tlie 
Court  of  Session  npon  this  case.  It  is  certainly  enough  to  make  one 
grave^  when  fifteen  learned  senators  followed  each  odier  in  lament- 
ing that  there  had  been  such  decisions  giren  and  fHronounced  eou- 
trary  to  the  statute  law  of  the  land^  and  yet  consider  themsdves  as 
bound  by  those  decisions.  I  go  no  farther  upon  thati  because  I,  in 
point  of  fact,  on  the  present  occan<m,  hold  the  present  dedsioa  u 
not  quite  so  correct  as,  according  to  my  poor  apprehension  of  the 
ihing,  I  really  think  it  might  haye  been ;  becauae  to  this  particniar 
case  the  former  judgments  do  not  apply;  and  therefore  the  question 
being  to  be  determined  upon  grounds  that  lay  clear  of  those  deci- 
sions, it  will  fall  to  be  determined  of  course  upon  those  which  are 
the  dear  grounds  of  the  law  of  Scotland. 

**  My  Lords*  upon  that  law  I  shall  say  but  a  word  upon  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  of  Session,  because  your  L<wdships  know,  from 
the  hisitoiy  whidi  has  been  giren  at  your  Bar,  (and  you  are  &miliai 
with  the  books  themselres),  that  great  pains  have  been  taken  in  or- 
der to  prevent  the  uncertainty  which  must  hate  arisen  in  decisions  of 
the  House  of  Commons,  and  it  has  been  considered  one  of 
the  greatest  advantages  tl|at  country  could  boast  o£  that  their  i^hti 
of  election  were  liable  to  be  made  clear,  up  to  the  reiy  point  of 
its  conclusion,  by  an  examination  judicially  taken,  and  befoie 
the  court  of  justice  of  that  country.  Sudi  was  the  constitution  of 
Scotland,  and  therefore  the  present  question  will  turn  upon  this: 
— What  is  the  law  of  Scotland  with  regard  to  the  rights  of  election  ? 

**  My  Lords,  some  pains  have  been  taken  to  introduce  an  analogy 
between  tfaerights  of  election  and  burgage  tenure.  I  do  not  think  it 
necessary  to  enter  into  it^  for  several  reasons,  though  it  was  aigued 
at  the  Bar.  First,  if  they  are  exact  in  saying  it,  and  I  could  fonn  an 
opinion,  that  supposing  it  to  be  the  law  of  burgage  tenure^  it  wm 
wrong.  I  doyi't  sit  here  upon  the  terms  of  having  my  opinion  coo* 
trolled,  unless  it  be  by  the  clear  rules  and  principles  of  law,  or  a  long 
authoritative  course  of  decisions.  I  imagine  there  are  but  few  anti- 
quarians who  would  not  say  burgage  tenure  is  a  right  of  election  in 
a  borough,  in  the  hands  of  those  who  held  the  borough  tenemaiti, 
which  tenements  paid  back  to  the  lord  that  peculiar  species  of  rent 
called  a  burgage  rent.  The  consequence  of  finding  it  in  that  mtfi- 
aer  would  be ;  first,  all  the  tenants  that  paid  that  rent  would  be  cap- 
able of  voting.  Secondly,  any  tenant  in  the  borough  that  did  not 
hold  the  complete  tenement,  and  was  not  liable  to  the  lord^  had  not 
the  whole  of  the  burgage  tenement,  and  would  not  have  a  tide  to 
vote.    But|  thirdly,  I  sfuppose  an  antiquarian  would  say,  anciently 
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tial  those  idio  held  the  bmdBy  and  thoae  only  who  did  hold  the  landa»        ^^^r^ 
Would  hare  the  right  to  rote.  ^ 

'*  In  process  of  time^  it  hUs  come  in  point  of  repntation,  in  the      forbbs 
^nenl  opinion  at  least,  to  be  the  settled  notion,  that  no  objection  can  v. 

k  made  to  those  votes  on  account  of  multipljing  them,  or  npon  the 
aooonnt  of  occasionalitj.  With  regard  to,  multiplying — it  is  certain- 
ly tnie  eabh  tenement  dannot  be  divided ;  so  in  that  respect  the  votes 
esiiAot  be  multiplied  beyond  what  they  might  have  been  at  any  prior 
time.  Widk  regard  to  occasionality^  that  is  not  the  question  that 
oBtidas  hefe  t  fot  we  are  not  now  upon  the  subject  of  occasionality 
— it  is  a  mistake  to  suppose  thai — ^We  are  now  upon  the  question, 
whether  occasional  ot  otherwise,  a  real  substantial  bona  fide  estate 
has  been  gained  by  the  person  pretended  to  be  put  upon  the  roll  ? 
And  oceasiobality  is  only  a  drcnmstance  of  evidence  to  show  that  the 
estate  whiclt  stands  well  upon  parchment  is  yet  not  sound  at  the 
bottomi  and  that  he  has  not  a  right  to  vote.  My  Lords,  I  need  not 
trouble  your  Lordships  with  stating,  it  is  no  part  of  the  law  of  Scot- 
and,  that  a  man  shall  have  as  many  votes  as  the  extent  and  value 
of  his  property  would  go  to,  if  divided.  That  any  individual  may 
come  to  the  next  Michaelmas  Court  of  freeholders,  and  insist  npon 
being  put  upon  the  roll  for  five  or  ten  houses,  or  any  other  given 
number,  because  his  property  is  of  sudi  extent,  that  if  it  were 
divided  into  five  or  ten,  eigo,  five  or  ten  would  vote.  Thai  is  cer- 
tsinly  not  contended  on  any  hand.  Therefore  all  that  is  said  upon 
the  pretence  of  Lords  or  Commons,— men  of  great  fortune  in  that 
country — ^having  great  weight  in  the  representation,  falls  to  the 
ground.  It  is  clear  then  that  the  policy  of  the  law  of  Scotland  does 
net  mean  to  give  to  any  man^  let  his  fortune  be  what  it  will,  more 
than  one  rote. 

**  That  being  the  settled  point,  the  single  question  is,  whether  Sir 
John  Macpherson,  the  person  here  in  question,  has  one  vote  ?  How 
is  that  to  he  tried  ? 

^  The  earliest  law  alluded  to,  as  material  to  the  present  question, 
b  the  statute  of  1681.  That  statute  is  understood  to  have  no  new 
law  on  the  subject  of  qualification,  but  only  defines  what  was  the  real 
estate  in  land  that  should  entitle  a  person  to  vote: — ^namely,  being 
publiely  infeft  in  property  or  snperiority-^which  was  a  circumstance 
in  evidence  to  show  his  title  to  the  land  bona  fide.  I  do  not  go  upon 
the  words  respecting  the  smaller  estates, — they  are  only  articles  of 
evidence,  but  being  publicly  infeft  and  actually  in  possession,— the 
question  is  then—'  What  is  the  true  meaning  of  those  words,  being 
really  and  actually  in  possession  f  My  Lords,  if  nothing  more  de- 
pended upon  it  than  only  to  satisfy  the  unbiassed  judgment  of  any  in- 
dividual in  explaining  '*  what  being  actually  in  possession  means," 
one  would  think  the  conmion  language  we  hear  so  commonly  used 
at  the  bar,  as  applied  to  those  oaths  called  the  trust  and  possesion 
oaths,  would  be  pretty  nearly  sufficient  to  show  what  the  real  idea 
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1790.        of  tbe  country  is,  as  to  being  possessed  ;  all  the  terms  contained  in 
those  oaths  were  the  ingredients  to  prove,  whether  the  persons  are  oi 


FOBBBS  gj^  QQ^  JQ  actual  possession ;  but,  without  referring  to  the  calcolatioa 
MACPBERsoM.  that  has  been  made,  or  appears  to  be  made,  by  those  that  thought 
upon  this  subject,  let  us  keep  a  little  closer  to  the  acts  of  parliament 
themselves. 

"  After  1681,  the  next  act  is  the  12th  of  Queen  Anne,  which  re- 
cites, that  often  persons  got  into  the  apparent  possession  of  landi, 
either  in  trusts  or  redeemable  for  illusory  sums,  no  ways  adequate  to 
the  true  value  of  the  lands,  to  create  and  multiply  rotes  contrary  to 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  former  acts ;  and  then  it  prooeedi 
to  provide,  only  that  they  shall  be  infeft  a  certain  time  before  thej 
shall  be  at  liberty  to  act  for  their  own  accord,  but  they  shall  also  take 
an  oath  to  the  effect  mentioned  in  that  act  of  parliament ;  and  it  ii 
upon  this  latter  that  the  principal  part  of  the  dispute  arises.  It  is 
worth  attending  to  this  act  of  parliament,  with  a  view  to  consider 
how  that  dispute  has  been  managed. 

**  On  the  one  side,  it  has  been  contended,  that  if  the  person  will 
swear  be  is  not  within  such  and  such  circumstances  stated  in  the 
oath,  proving  the  tenure  of  the  estate  to  be  what  is  there  represent' 
ed,  then  he  shall  have  a  right  to  vote ;  but  that  you  shall  prove  thst 
he  is  in  those  circumstances,  only  by  his  refusal  to  take  the  oaths, 
and  in  no  other  way  whatever.  And  your  Lordships  have  been 
told  very  seriously  that  this  is  the  most  beneficial,  and  the  most  ef- 
fectual manner  of  preventing  those  frauds ;  because,  by  driving  them 
to  swear  in  that  manner,  there  is  no  doubt  in  the  world  you  pnige 
them  in  the  most  efficient  way  possible.  There  can  be  no  better 
way  of  construing  the  act  of  parliament  than  through  that  medium. 
If  you  suppose  the  oath  accumulative,  there  is  no  doubt  in  the  wodd. 
It  is  additional  to  those  securities  that  existed  before,  and  will  erist 
after  the  oath  is  given.  The  oath  does  tend,  in  a  certain  degree,  to 
purge  the  roll  of  those  that  ought  not  to  be  upon  it.  But  if  yoa 
suppose  it  a  commutation,  that  is,  instead  of  being  at  liberty  to  pio* 
ce^  against  them  any  other  way,  you  shall  have  the  benefit  of  exa- 
mining them  upon  oath,  there  cannot  be  a  worse  baigain  made  is 
tbe  world.  In  that  manner,  all  those  who  are  content  to  take  an 
oath  of  this  sort,  though  false,  shall  be  admitted  upon  this  roll ;  and 
those  who  scruple  to  take  a  false  oath  shall  be  rejected.  Another 
objection  is  made  upon  the  statute  of  Anne,  that  all  those  who  take 
the  trust  oath  shall  be  competent.  Your  Lordships  will  recollect, 
this  statute  relates  to  elections  only,  and  notwithstanding  such  oath 
taken,  it  declares  that  other  objections  may  be  made  as  to  the  r^t 
of  persons  to  be  elected  or  to  elect ;  and  therefore  to  f4ncy  any  o^ 
ground  can  possibly  be  made,  is  wrong,  when  it  does  not  come  with- 
in the  view  or  object  of  this  statute  in  any  view  whatever. 

'*  The  act  of  the  7th  of  Geo.  II.  has  done  no  more  than  alter  the 
form  of  that  oath ;  and  nothing  occurs  to  me  to  observe  upon  theal- 
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teration  of  the  form  of  the  oath  of  the  7^  of  Geo.  II.  except  this,        1790. 
tiiat  they  are  obliged  to  swear  they  have  given  no  promise,  obliga-  , 

tion,  bond,  back  bond,  or  other  security  whatsoerer,  except  what  fobbbb 
appears  npon  the  face  of  the  instrument  itself.  Now  how  can  it  be  „  !.' . 
inferred  that  he  has  given  no  promise,  obligation,  deed,  back  bond, 
or  other  secority,  except  those  which  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 
iostrament  itself,  when  there  is  in  the  engagement,  indorsed  upon 
the  back  of  the  instrument  of  conveyance,  a  simple  promise  to  re- 
oonvey,  the  oath  might  be  well  taken  in  regard  to  it ;  but  wiU  any 
body  argue,  if  there  were  such  a  simple  promise  to  reconvey  indors- 
ed upon  it,  it  would  not  be  an  objection  to  the  oath  ? — the  form  of  the 
oath  proves  this.  If  the  objection  appeared  from  the  indorsement 
upon  the  instrument,  and  they  do  not  call  upon  you  to  swear,  it  is 
the  fault  of  those  who  ought  to  impeach  the  title,  that  they  do  not 
take  notice  of  it ;  but  in  regard  to  such  objections  which  do  not  ap- 
pear upon  the  instrument  itself,  you  shall  be  called  upon  to  take  your 
oath. 

^  The  whole  of  this  argument,  according  to  my  poor  judgment, 
has  gone  into  a  vast  deal  of  confusion,  for  want  of  observing  what 
the  oath  applies  to,  and  what  it  does  not  apply  to. 

"  This  is  a  question  upon  the  title  of  Sir  John  Macpherson  to  be 
admitted  upon  the  roll. 

'<  I  observed  it  was  so  stated  at  the  bar.  Some  noble  Lords  observ- 
ed he  was  the  claimant  Yes  he  was  ;  and  it  is  easy  to  see  if  there 
happened  to  be  a  majority  of  the  people  of  the  same  description  as 
himself,  he  would  be  admitted  on  the  roll.  No  doubt  the  law  was 
calculated  to  redress  that  mischief,  by  applying  to  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion and  demonstrating  to  them  that  he  ought  not  to  be  put  upon 
the  roll.  So  your  Lordships  are  determining  the  question  exactly  in 
the  same  form  as  if  he  had  not  been  put  upon  the  roll. 

'*  Now,  let  us  see  a  little  what  the  policy  of  the  law  of  Scotland, 
as  it  stands  upon  these  acts  of  parliament,  is,  with  regard  to  this  sub- 
ject. In  the  year  1681,  it  was  provided,  there  should  be  a  roll  of 
freeholders  made  up,  not  only  at  the  election  of  members  of  parlia- 
ment, but  at  each  of  the  Michaelmas  courts,  to  provide  against  such 
partialities  as  these  political  assemblies  were  too  much  liable  to  in 
their  own  natures,  and  to  prevent  the  judgment  resting  even  upon 
the  parliament  of  Scotland.  I  dare  say  they  were  liable  to  the  same 
sort  of  abuae  and  complaints  as  the  parliament  of  England  in  sub- 
sequent times.  But  the  policy  of  the  act  was  to  give  to  the  free- 
holders, the  original  right  of  deciding  upon  the  titles  of  those  who  were 
to  vote  at  the  Michaelmas  head  court  at  the  time,  and  it  was  pro- 
vided by  that  act,  that  unless  an  objection  was  made  at  the  time,  no 
objection  should  be  made  afterwards,  and  as  far  as  the  election  was 
thought  of  at  the  time,  it  was  meant  to  make  the  parliament  a 
court  of  appeal.  The  freeholders  were  first  to  determine,  and 
the  parliament  afterwards;    so  it  stood  for  a  considerable  time. 
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1790.  I^  1^^  ^^^^  sapposed  that  from  the  year  1681  to  1743  (the  data 
_  of  the  statute  16th  of  Qeo.  XL)  if  the  fieeholdeis  bad  put  aa 
FOBBEs      improper  person  upon  the  roll,  without  an  objection  stated  against 

^l him  at  the  time,  there  was  no  way  of   correcting  that  abuse. 

With  submission  to  that  opinion,  I  doubt  it,  I  hold  that  the 
general  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Session  would  bare  enabled 
them,  not  in  a  summary  way,  as  provided  by  the  16th  Geo.  IL; 
but  it  would  have  enabled  them,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  their 
jurisdiction,  to  hare  reformed  such  abuse.  I  take  it  to  hare  been 
determined  in  regard  to  boroughs  where  relief  has  been  got  from  the 
ordinary  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Session.  But  the  16th  Geo.  II. 
gives  a  summary  jurisdiction  upon  this  subject.  How  does  the  som* 
mary  jurisdiction  apply  ?  Not  to  the  right  of  election.  The  Cooit 
of  Session  has  no  summary  jurisdiction  as  to  that,  nor  ever  had.  I 
do  not  say,  nerer  had ;  for  the  act  of  1681  gave  it  expressly.  Bot 
from  the  time  of  the  Union  to  the  16th  Qeo.  XL,  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion never  had  a  summary  jurisdiction  to  tiy  the  right  of  dectios. 
That  must  and  could  have  been  tried  by  the  House  of  Commons  only. 
The  16th  of  Qeo.  II.  has  been  thought  by  some  to  have  intended 
vesting  the  whole  of  the  jurisdiction  in  the  Court  of  Session  ^— and 
I  confess  for  myself,  I  find  it  a  very  difficult  matter  to  invent,  or  state 
a  case,  where  the  House  of  Commons  can  properly  interposej  at  lesat 
with  regard  to  a  person's  title  to  be  on  the  roll.  But  why  do  I  enter- 
tain that  difficulty  ?  because,  if  that  statute  of  the  16th  Qeo.  H.  gare 
the  Court  of  Session  an  authority  over  the  roll,  in  all  the  extent  of 
making  up  that  roll,  I  find  it  a  difficult  matter  to  suppose  a  point  of 
objection^that  does  not  come  within  the  range  of  that  authority. 

''  I  have  always  heard  learned  persons  from  Scotland,  whom  I 
have  conversed  with  upon  the  subject,  speak  with  some  degree  of 
horror  of  the  House  of  Commons  interposing ;  and  I  always  thongbt 
they  looked  upon  themselves  as  secure  upon  the  idea  the  House  of 
Commons  would  not  do  it ; — but  still,  in  respect  to  this  argumeatiit 
makes  little,  for  thb  is  a  question,  not  upon  the  right  of  voting  at 
elections,  but  upoi^  the  right  of  standing  upon  the  roll. 

**  Now,  let  us  consider  how  the  oath  provided  by  the  statute  of 
Queen  Anne  could  possibly  apply  to  this  case.  And  I  refer  my- 
self to  that  oath  chiefly  for  the  purpose  of  showing  it  has  abaolutdy 
nothing  to  do  with  the  subject  matter  of  the  present  dispute, — that 
is, — ^whether  a  man  should  stand  upon  the  roll  or  not ;  for,  as  die 
oath  of  the  1 2th  Anne  wa%  it  could  not  have  been  put  to  him, 
but  at  the  election  of  members  to  serve  in  parliament  He  was  at 
liberty  to  stand  upon  the  roll  at  that  time,  and  therefore  to  vote  kt 
others  standing  upon  the  roll ;  and  he  could  have  gone  on  for  seven 
years  together,  adjusting  the  roll  firom  Michaelmas  to  M'c^i»^^nM>g  ac- 
cording to  his  own  judgment,  and  there  was  no  way  of  putting  the 
oath  to  him.  Thus  it  stood  till  the  7th  of  Qeo.  II.,  twenty  years  theie- 
after.    If  it  be  clear  the  oath  administered  in  virtue  of  the  J  2th  of 
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Queen  Anne  had  no  reladoB  to  standbg  upon  the  ioll«  and  merely        1790. 
to  the  right  of  eleotioa  upon  that  oath  so  taken,  how  was  it  possible    ■ 
the  paf  liament  at  the  time  thonght,  that  the  oath  so  to  be  taken  upon      'obbba 
the  ooeasiott  oo«ld  possibly  afford  the  least  degree  of  security  to  ^^^  k^cphbeson, 
interest  of  the  freeholders,  that  they  should  not  have  persons  put 
upon  the  roll  to  depreciate  dieir  votes  ?    A  number  of  good  votes 
came,  and  a  number  of  bad  votes  of  little  vahiei — if  they  do  i^ot  con* 
ear  to  depreciate  them,  how  could  they  suppose  or  conceive  an  oath 
so  inapplicable  could  produce  the  least  effect  to  that  end  ?      What 
thsa  can  be  made  of  that  oath  ^     It  was  said  on  one  side,  it  was  the 
IDteation  of  the  legislature,  a  man  should  be  bound  to  swear  to  that 
efiect,  but  that  the  contents  of  the  oath  were  totally  immaterial  to 
any  other  purpose ;  so  that,  if  the  &cts  were  ever  so  dear  that  that 
oath  was  fiilse  in  all  respects  and  purposes  whatever,  yet  it  was  in- 
tended by  the  act,-  if  a  man  would  swear  at  the  election  of  members 
of  par^ament,  he  had  not  that  fictictious  sort  of  estate,  he  was  entitU 
ed  to  stand  upon  the  roll,  tQ  all  other  effects,  and  to  all  other  conclu- 
sions whatever;  and  the  parliament  really  hoped  to  purge  the  roU  by 
this  mean*.    What  signifies  coming  upon  the  roll  ?  You  can  only 
vote  for  the  proses,  and  for  the  persons  eligible  to  serve  in  parlia- 
ment, to  stand  upon  the  rolL    The  rest  of  the  foundation  will  break 
down  under  you,  and  you  will  be  obliged  to  take  this  oath.      If  you 
lefose^  what  is  the  effect?      If  under  the  statute  of  Anne  he 
oould  not  vote,   yet  he  might  by  the  statute  of  Anne  remain 
upon  the  roll,  and  if,  after  the  election  of  members  of  parliament, 
twenty  others  had  been  put  upon  the  roll,  he  would  have  had  a 
voice  in  patting  them  upon  the  rolL      The  counsel  therefore  shift 
their  ground  to  the  7th  Qeo.  II.      It  is  impossible  to  shift  their 
ground — they  cannot,  for  that  act  contains  qo  new  enactment 
It  is  merely  a  conecdon  of  the  statute  of  the  J  2th  of  Queen  Anne. 
It  is  impossible  to  argue  that  there  is  any  intention  upon  the  correct* 
ed  oath  of  the  7th  Geo.  IL  which  is  not  applicable  to  the  12th  of 
Qoeen  Anne.    But,  if  it  were  so,  it  would  vary  it  in  a  degree;  but 
in  principle  it  would  not  vary  it  at  all,  for  even  as  it  stands  upon  the 
oath  of  the  7th  Geo.  II.  this  consequence  follows,  that  if  a  man  re- 
vises to  take  the  oath,  either  at  the  Michaelmas  meeting,  (formerly 
it  was  not  there,  but  at  an  adjournment  of  the  roll,  but  it  is  applied 
to  ^e  Michaelmas  meeting)  or  the  election  of  members  of  parliament, 
he  is  to  be  struck  off  the  roll.     I  do  not  know  why  he  should  be  so, 
if  their  construction  of  die  12th  of  Anne  is  right     I  do  not  know 
why  he  should,  after  the  act  was  mended  in  the  7th  Geo  II*,  be  struck 
otff  the  roll  of  freeholders.    So  the  law  stands  in  other  respects  even 
now.     If  a  man  can  be  enrolled  in  conscience ;  it  is  not  true,  if  a  man 
eomea  in  person  to  be  enrolled,  he  cannot  have  the  oath  put  to  him, — 
there  is  not  such  a  circumstance  in  the  whole  act    But  he  must  be 
upon  the  roll  before  he  can  have  the  oath  given  him.    There  was  a 
case  detennined  in  this  House,  and  so  the  law  is  understood  to  stand 
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1790.  by  the  10th  section  of  the  16th  of  Geo.  II.  that  those  oaths  which 
— —  are  to  be  given  before  the  election  of  a  preses,  do  not  extend  to  the 
FORBES  qualification  oath,  but  only  to  the  oaths  of  government.  Upon  that, 
it  has  been  determined,  where  a  man  was  enrolled,  and  where  a  xnan, 
upon  the  postponing  before  the  rest  of  the  business  was  done,  went 
away  to  avoid  taking  the  oath,  the  Court  of  Session  struck  him  off  the 
roll;  this  Court,  upon  his  application,  reversed  it  They  held  his  go- 
ing away,  was  not  a  refusal  to  take  the  oath,  and  therefore  he  had  a 
right  to  stand  upon  the  roll.  It  is  therefore  a  clear  proposition,  that 
he  may  vote  for  the  preses  and  clerk  of  the  preses ;  the  preses,  if  we 
are  rightly  told,  has  a  double  voice ;  thus  the  election  may  be  carried 
by  the  voice  of  one  to  whom  this  oath  cannot  be  put. 

"  I  do  think  the  decision  of  the  present  question,  does  not  signify 
an  iota  ;  for,  from  what  I  am  told  of  Sir  John  Macpherson,  and  the 
character  he  has  held,  and  from  the  character  he  holds  in  the  world, 
that  he  will  not  take  such  an  oath,  I  believe  no  more  than  I  shall 
take  it  myself.     But  it  is'of  importance  to  the  question,  that  a  man  in 
that  situation  might  stand  upon  the  roll,  and  produce  the  effect  now  men- 
tioned.    At  the  sametime,  the  circumstance  of  his  being  capable  to 
produce  such  effect  as  that  of  inconvenience,  which  manifestly  results 
from  the  effects  so  produced,  are  not  the  grounds  of  my  argnment. 
I  only  use  them  as  illustrating :  that  is,  as  tending  to  show  that  neither 
the  one  nor  the  other  of  those  oaths  related  to  the  right  of  individuals 
to  be  put  upon  the  roll.      They  relate  to  a  different  subject,  and 
ought  not  to  be  confounded  with  that.     If  you  take  that  to  be  dear, 
what  does  it  amount  to  ?     No  more  than  this ;  a  question,  whether 
an  oath  to  be  taken,  in  order  to  exercise  one  out  of  many  franchises 
that  belong  to  a  freeholder,  and  an  oath  by  which  he  may  exercise 
many  franchises,  and  takes  it  to  exercise  one  out  of  many,  whether 
that  oath  was  intended  by  the  legislature  to  give  him,  from  the  pos- 
sibility of  that  being  put  to  him,  (whether  put  or  no  is  the  same 
thing),  a  complete  title  to  exercise  all  other  franchises  whatsoever; 
including  those  to  which  the  oath  did  not  relate.     Taking  it  in  that 
way,  seems  to  be  a  proposition  monstrous  and  untenable.     Let  us  see 
what  is  the  question  in  this  particular  case  ?     Sir  John  Macpherson  s 
agents,  in  his  absence,  tendered  his  papers,  which  seemed  to  be  toler- 
ably fair,  a  circumstance  that  made  the  freeholders  a  good  deal  as- 
tonished, and  they  hesitated.     But  the  majority  of  the  freeholders 
not  being  people  in  general,  of  a  description  to  be  much  astonished, 
or  have  any  hesitation  upon  such  points  as  these,  agreed  to  enroll  him. 
Then  a  process  is  brought,  under  the  1 6th  of  Geo.  II.,  complaining 
they  had  done  wrong;  for  notwithstanding  what  appeared  upon  the 
face  of  the  titles,  yet  he  had  no  real  substantial  right,  but  merely  a  no- 
minal and  fictitious  one,  and  he  ought  to  be  rejected.      A  great  deal 
of  argument  was  used  at  the  Bar  to  say,  that  they  think  the  words  no* 
minal  and  fictitious  were  not  founded  in  fact.    Nominal  and  fictitioos 
is  the  definition  by  which  I  call  it,  because  he  cannot  be  fiiirly  the 
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man  he  is  described,  and  the  counsel  who  said  so,  did  himself  define  1790. 

it  in  the  next  sentence,  yerj  nearly,  by  aliud  agii,  aliud  timulat,  ■ 

He  produces  titles  which,  on  their  face,  import  to  carry  an  estate ;  tobbks 

bat  be  has  obtained  them  under  circumstances  which,  if  disclosed,  ^' 

MACPHEBSOV. 

would  show  that  nothing  like  such  a  conveyance  was  in  the  contem- 
plation of  the  granter  or  grantee. 

"  The  next  step  in  the  course  of  pleading,  is  to  call  on  the  other 
side  to  confess  or  deny  what  would  go,  some  way  or  other^  to  estab- 
lish the  fkct.     My  Lords,  after  what  we  hare  heard  at  the  Bar,  it  is 
material  we  should  be  apprized  what  this  kind  of  proceeding  means. 
The  learned  gentleman  who  appears  for  the  respondent,  and  whose 
knowledge  in  that  law  has  been  very  useful  on  many  occasions  to  the 
House,  has  told  you  expressly,  that  this  is  the  usual  course  of  plead- 
ing in  the  Court  of  Session.     If  a  man  is  called  upon  to  confess  or 
deny,  he  is  bound  to  do  so;  if  he  confesses,  the  fact  must  be  taken 
to  be  true ;  but  whether  that  fact  is  conclusiye,  is  a  different  mat- 
ter.   If  you  caU  upon  a  man  to  confess  circumstances,  and  if  the 
drcumstances  do  not  conclude,  the  consequence  is,  to  avoid  the  con- 
fession.    It  does  not,  on  the  other  hand,  preclude  the  other  party 
from  giving  additional  evidence,  which  may  obtain  judgment  ano- 
ther way ;  but  if  neither  the  thing  confessed,  nor  the  additional  evi- 
dence, creates  a  case  ^  hich,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  does  not 
bind  it,  there  must  be  a  judgment  of  absolvitor.    The  question  being 
put  in  this  manner,  the  Court  takes  it  up,  and  pronounces  a  judg- 
ment of  absolvitor,  upon  its  being  proposed  that  the  defendant  should 
plead  in  this  manner.    The  Court  of  Session  have  taken  it  into 
their  heads,  that  some  judgment  in  the  House  of  Lords  prevented 
them.    From  what  ? — not  only  from  putting  the  tirust  oath,  but  from 
potting  the  oath  of  verity.    That  oath  is  a  contract  between  two 
parties  in  a  suit,  where  one  party  says,  I  waive  all  other  proof,  and 
refer  it  to  you,  my  adversary,  whether  such  facts  are  true.     He  may 
do  so ;  but  he  cannot  afterwards  produce  a  witness  to  the  same 
point  the  party  has  been  examined  to.     He  is  obliged  to  abide  by 
it  upon  those  points.     It  is  a  contract  between  the  parties.     I  see 
some  doubt,  if  the  oath  of  trust  has  actually  been  put,  and  is  to  be 
considered  as  an  oath  of  verity.  Whether  other  evidence  can  be  re- 
sorted to  ?  and  upon  that  the  House  seems  to  have  gone  in  the  cases 
alluded  to.     But  the  very  argument  proves  that  the  House  had  no 
idea  that  the  matter  could  not  be  examined  by  other  means.     What 
a  monstrous  proposition  was  laid  down  by  the  Bar,  That  if  a  man 
were  to  have  his  back  bond  produced  to  him,  and  it  was  proved  he 
made  a  contract  to  give  up  the  estate,  yet  the  legislature  means  to 
say,  that  if  he  was  bold  enough  to  perjure  himself,  he  should  be  en- 
titled to  the  franchise  eo  nomine  as  peijured.    It  is  impossible  to 
state  it  in  any  other  manner.    And  the  Court  of  Session  cannot  in- 
terfere, and  the  person  must  not  only  remain  upon  the  roll  to  all 
eternity,  if  he  will  venture  to  swear  contrary  to  every  proof  that  ex- 
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1790.  isted  in  the  world,  eren  contxaiy  to  wbat  may  appear  on  the  ftoe  of 
- — -  —  the  instnunent  he  produoes.  {f  the  Const  of  Session  can  bj  any 
FOBBKs  other  means  than  putting  the  oath  of  Terity  and  referenoe,  discover  the 
XAcPHXBs  '  ^^udy  jour  Lordships'  judgment  is  so  &r  from  damaging  their  jorisdio- 
'  tion  and  authority,  as  by  the  aigument  is  supposed,  that  the  judgment 
itself  tacitly  affirms  the  former  judgments*  and  declares  that  the  Gout 
of  Session  ought  to  go^upon  aU  other  points ;  therefore  the  questkm 
here  certainly  does  not  arise  ppon  that  peculiarity,  whether  they  an 
at  liberty,  like  parties  in  ordinary  suits,  to  put  it  by  reference  to  tiie 
oath  of  the  party*  The  Court  of  Session  were  extremely  miBtaken 
if  they  supposed  your  Lordships  meant  more  than  was  said.  I  do 
not  belieye  any  noble  lord  at  that  time  would  have  said,  the  Cooit 
of  Session  must  not  meddle  with  it  at  alL  The  inquiry  is  thrown 
upon  them  by  the  act  of  16  Geo.  II*  Their  jurisdiction  is  not  to  be 
doubted,  but  could  not  be  giyen  merely  to  see  whether  d^  estate 
was  good  ex  facie  of  the  title  deeds.  '  They  must  hear  oTeiy  perti- 
nent complaint  against  the  title.  Then  why  not  demur  to  it  ?  The 
allegation  would  state  of  course  that  they  were  io  produce  oertaia 
deeds,  purporting  to  be  the  couTeyance  of  a  life  estate  in  a  superio- 
rity, which,  for  tike  information  of  those  lords  that  do  not  know  the 
subject  so  well  as  others,  I  will  inform  them  at  once  what  it  is.  It 
is  a  life  estate  in  a  *^  Baubee,"^  or  it  may  be  the  24th  part  of  a  peuny, 
in  an  estate  that  pays  at  the  rate  of  £400  a^year  rent;  and  a  man 
sells  that  estate,  and  by  sub-infeudation  giyes  the  whole  Tduabk 
part  of  that  estate  to  another,  and  reserres  sixpence  rent  upon  the 
sub-infeudation,  and  he  eonyerts  that  into  as  many  parts  as  there  is 
language  in  Scotland  for  small  money ;  and  they  haye  all  good  yotes. 
That  is.  My  Lords,  the  constitution  of  Scotland. 

'^  Now,  it  is  insisted  that  if  a  ficeeholder  comes  to  the  Court  of 
Session,  and  states  that  he  has  that  form  of  coayeyance*  which  beats 
upon  the  face  of  it  to  be  an  inyestiture  of  the  estate,  but,  in  point  of 
6ot,  which  really  giyes  no  sort  of  substantial  title  to  it»  the  Court  of 
Session  shaM  not  inquire  into  it.   Then  the  bestthing  is  not  ta  let  them 
go  on  turmoiling  in  that  way,  and  saying,  by  way  of  exoeption«  there 
is  nothing  releyant  in  the  charge.    The  bmt  way  would  bej  not  to 
suffer  such  to  be  made  at  all.    These  are  conclusions  so  plaiUf  that 
I  do  not  think  myself  much  at  Hberty  to  go  into  argument  upon  it 
Upon  the  other  side,  they  haye  gone  into  arguments  to  proye^  by  a 
contrary  doctrine,  that  fair  yotes  may  thus  be  cut  down,  if  the  Court 
of  Session  are  to  dedde  upon  their  ideas  of  honorary  eBgag«nent% 
and  things  of  that  sort    I  do  not  mean  by  hoiioraxy»  the  engage- 
ments which  gratitude  or  the  force  of  obligation  compels  a  man  to 
think  himself  bound  to  perform ;  for  such  obligations  dlraw  him  to 
exercise  a  judgment  upon  the  subject ;  but  I  mean  that  a  fiur  qua- 
lification should  be  something  paramount  to  leaying  in  the  bands  of 
the  grantor,  the  diq»osal  of  that  yery  subject  which  prima  fade  he 
appears  to  haye  parted  with. 
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<'  nien  they  object  to  the  brt  qnestioiL  Don't  you  think  yoimelf  1790. 
in  honour  bound,  &c*  ?  I  do  not  think  that  question  should  be  pu^,  .i—i— -~ 
whether  the  transaction  be  coUusiYe  or  not.  It  is  like  the  falling  of  a  ^^^^^ 
star  in  my  mind.  But  collusiTe  or  not^  he  has  a  right  to  call  upon  kacpbsebon. 
ium,  to  relicYe  him  fiom  the  thing.  If  the  questions  or  answers  be 
material,  then  he  must  proceed;  but  if  not  material,  the  defendant 
cannot  be  hurt ;  but  at  this  stage  I  cannot  say  that  it  is  totally  im- 
material, because  what  a  man  thinks  in  his  own  mind,  may  be  a 
mere  sensation,  and  amount  to  nothing.  But  if  that  impression  upon 
his  mind,  arises  out  of  the  rest  of  the  transaction,  it  extends  itself  to 
the  granter,  and  may  show  what  was  the  consideration  of  the  grant* 
If  it  passed  from  the  mind  of  the  granter  to  the  grantee,  and  from 
the  mind  of  the  grantee  to  the  granter,  (I  do  not  ask  what  you  mean, 
or  whether  it  is  in  writing  or  in  words,)  but  if  in  fitet,  there  existed 
such  a  promise  to  reconrey,  it  comes  within  the  Tery  words  of  the  act 
of  parliament,  whether  the  questions  here  proposed,  be  sufficient  or  not 
sufficient  questions— upon  those  points  I  do  not  stop  to  enquire.  When 
you  talk  of  an  estate  gi?en  to  a  son,  or  to  a  brother,  and  purchased 
for  a  Taluable  consideration,  in  a  place  where  nothing  but  8  or  10 
Totes  decide  the  election  in  a  borough,  I  understand  that  at  once : 
and  because  a  man  thinks  fit  to  have  an  interest  in  such  an  election 
as  that,  and  to  giro  a  solid  sum  of  money,  (and  seats  in  parliament 
may  amount  to  no  inconsiderable  part  of  an  estate,)  and  upon  the 
eve  of  an  election,  when  he  is  desired  to  rote  for  a  particular  candi- 
date, he  says  no,  I  haTo  nothing  to  do  with  you  my  granter,  I  ncTer 
meant  to  Tote  for  whomsoever  you  may  mean  to  put  up.  It  may 
be  said,  or  hinted,  that  it  was  expected  he  should,  and  that  the  quali- 
fication was  granted  upon  that  expectation,  but  it  may  be  refused. 
If  Sir  John  Macpherson  was  told  it  wasout  of  the  great  personal  kind- 
ness the  Duke  of  Gordon  had  for  him,  that  he  made  him  a  present 
of  this  right  to  vote,  it  would  be  thoroughly  understood  between 
them,  and  by  any  gentleman  that  hears  me.  If  a  vote  of  that  sort 
were  ofiered  him,  and  he  had  no  disinclination  to  be  the  sertant 
of  the  noble  Lord,  he  would  ask  no  questions,  but  take  his  vote,  and 
poll,  and  go  on ;  but  if  he  dislikes  it,  he  would  say :  ^  Let  me  under- 
stand how  this  is;  whether  really  there  has  been  that  sort  of  hearti- 
ness and  kindness  which  I  did  not  know  of.  I  did  not  know  you 
were  so  kind  as  give  me  the  vote ;  but  if  there  is  the  least  degree  of 
understanding  that  I  am  to  TOte  for  any  kind  of  character  you  may 
put  up  at  the  next  election,  from  my  notion  of  honour  with  regard  to 
you,  I  will  not  take  it'  I  do  not  think  a  vote  of  this  kind  can  pass 
firaan  oBe  gentleman  to  another  without  its  being  well  understood. 
Sometimes  it  may  be  understood  from  circumstances.  I  should  think 
it  would  be  better  if  it  was  a  little  more  expheitly  understood  in 
general.  What  does  it  amount  to  ?  If  it  is  out  of  the  reach  of  all 
posnble  enquiry,  there  let  it  he.  If  you  vrill  not  let  it  so  lie, — as  many 
proofs  as  I  can  get  I  will  get ;  and  what  I  cannot  get  at  I  will  not 
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1790.        decide  upon ;  but  I  will  go  as  far  as  I  can.     Therefore  do  not  en- 

tertain  an  idea,  that  I  hare  a  notion  that  the  way  prescribed 

FORBES  may  not  be  in  accordance  with  the  law  of  Scotland  ;  and  if  what 
I  decide  is  the  law  of  Scotland,  it  must  stand  till  somebody 
thinks  proper  to  alter  it.  And  as  to  the  question,  whether  the  prin- 
ciple of  it  fail,  I  am  rerj  far  from  being  one  of  those  who  examine 
into  the  principles  for  the  sake  of  orertaming  the  constitution  of  anj 
place  ;  much  less  of  a  country  that  has  flourished  for  so  many  ages, 
and  has  risen  to  that  height  of  greatness  and  prosperity  under  that 
constitution.  I  should  take  him  to  be  a  bold  man  that  would  under- 
take, upon  any  abstract  proposition  whatever,  to  new  model  the  ood- 
stitution  of  a  country  under  such  principles  as  these,  unless  he  can 
state  that  these  principles  are  false.  I  give  no  opinion  upon  that 
subject.  The  humble  advice  I  propose,  goes  upon  as  perfect  a  cod- 
viction  as  any  solid  reason  can  establish,  that  I  am  speaking  the  lav 
of  Scotland,  and  not  from  any  private  zeal,  or  public  wishes,  or  anj 
private  objects  upon  that  subject.  In  consequence  of  which,  I  mote 
your  Lordships  to  reverse  the  interlocutor,  and  to  declare  that  the 
defendant  shall  confess  or  deny  the  truth  of  the  several  matteis  con- 
tained in  the  averments." 

It  was  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  interlocutor  com- 
plained of  be  reversed  ;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that 
the  respondent  do  confess  or  deny  the  averments  ia 
the  appellants'  pleadings. 

For  Appellants,  Tho.  ErskinCi  Alex.  Wight. 
For  Respondent,  Sir  J.  ScotU  Wm.  Tail. 


WiLUAM  Waddel  of  Easter  Moffat^  uni-  \ 

versal    disponee  of   Wm.  Waddel  of  >  Appellant ; 
Calderhead.  .         .        .         .         ) 

Elizabeth,  Agnes  &  Ann  Waddelb,  Sis- )    ^  ^„^,^,^^ 
ters  of  the  Deceased  Henry  Waddel,     )      ^^P*^**^ 

House  of  Lords,  20th  Dec.  1790. 

f 

Proof — Evidence — Borbowed  Money. — A  party  held  no  voucfaen 
or  documents  of  debt,  for  sums  of  money  lent  to  his  brother.  The 
only  evidence  of  these  being  some  jottings  in  the  brother's  ac- 
count book,  and  other  separate  accounts Held,  that  these  were 

not  sufficient  evidence  to  support  the  daim  made  after  the  desdi 
of  both. 

This  was  an  action  raised  by  the  appellant,  against  the 
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respondents,  representatives  and  executors  of  the  deceased       1790. 

Henry  Waddel,  for  the  sum  of  £3438.  ITs.  with  the  legal   

interest  thereof,  &c.,  conform  to  the  deceased  Henry  Wad-     ^^^^^^ 
del's   account  books,   pocket  books,  and  other   writings,    waddels. 
which  belonged  to  the  said  deceased  Henry  Waddel,  all  in 
the  possession  of  the  respondents. 

It  was  stated  that  William  Waddel  had  been  in  the  prac- 
tice of  lending  large  sums  of  money  to  his  brother  Henry, 
without  taking  any  voucher  or  document  of  debt  for  them. 
In  return,  Henry  was  to  pay  4  per  cent,  interest ;  but  it  was 
alleged  that  Henry  lent  out  this  money  along  with  his  own, 
and  made  it  yield  5  per  cent.  At  the  close  of  the  year 
1773  an  account  was  exhibited,  in  the  handwriting  of  Hen- 
ly,  showing  a  balance  due  William  Waddel  of  £784.  4s.  Id., 
and  between  that  time  and  1782,  Henry  had  received  other 
sums  amounting  to  £1222.  10s.  lOd. 

But  such  being  the  unbounded  confidence  placed  by  Wil- 
liam in  his  brother  Henry,  no  voucher  or  acknowledgment 
was  taken  by  him  for  these  sums.  William  even  executed 
a  settlement  in  his  favour,  which  was  destroyed  before  his 
death,  and  one  executed  in  favour  of  the  appellant,  his  ne- 
phew, and  son  of  George  Waddel  of  Easter  Moffat,  the  elder 
brother  of  William  and  Henry. 

On  a  special  call  to  that  effect,  the  Lord  Ordinary  order-  l^^c.  4. 1784. 
ed  "  the  defenders  to  exhibit  and  produce  in  this  process 
"  the  whole  writings,  account  books,  and  jottings  libelled  on 
"  and  called  for  by  the  pursuer." 

After  the  record  was  made  up  and  closed  upon  these 
productions,  the  Lord  Ordinary  pronounced  this  interlocu- 
tor:—'* Finds  that  the  jottings  and  accounts  founded  on  Dec.  23, 1786. 
"  by  the  pursuer,  do  not  afford  any  evidence  that  Henry 
''  Waddel  was,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  indebted  to  his 
'*  brother ;  therefore  assoilzies  the  defenders,  and  decerns." 
The  appellant  lodged  a  representation  against  this  inter- 
locutor, and  insisted  that  the  commissary  clerk  of  Glasgow 
should  be  ordained  to  transmit  a  trunk  belonging  to  the  de- 
ceased Henry  Waddel,  containing,  in  particular,  a  made  up 
account  of  sums  received  from  William  Waddel,  and  other 
papers.  The  Lord  Ordinary  granted  this  request  "  forJttly23,178d. 
''  recovering  the  account  said  to  have  been  made  up  by  the 
"  late  William  Waddel." 

Upon  these,  it  was  contended  for  the  appellant,  that 
though  he  was  not  possessed  of  any  documents  signed  by 
Henry  Waddel,  yet  his  claim  was  supported  by  the  most 


190  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

1790.       unetceptionable  evidence^  the  written  acknowledgments  of 

&eniy  himself,  fonnd  after  his  death,  locked  np  in  his  re- 

wADDEL  pofiitoriea  There  were  produced  two  books  kept  by  Hen^ 
WADDBL8.  Waddel ;  the  one  a  receipt  book,  in  a  part  of  which  he  en- 
tered the  interest  of  the  money  lent  out  by  him  as  it  was 
received,  and  the  principal  sums  when  paid,  generally  men** 
tioning  the  nses  to  which  these  last  were  applied ;  and  in 
another  part  of  the  book  he  entered  the  receipt  of  his  retits. 
The  other  book  was  an  account  book,  the  only  ledger  Henrj 
kept)  in  which  he  opened  accounts  with  his  clients.  In  this 
last  book  there  was  an  account  opened  with  his  brother 
Witliam,  commencing  2d  July  1755,  ending  1 759,  and  dis- 
charged thus :  "  28th  Nov.  1759,  Received  from  Wm.  Wad- 
''  del  of  Pepperhills  £12.  Is.  6d.  in  full  of  all  demands  I  can 
**  charge  him  on  any  account.'* 

There  was  next  engrossed  in  this  book  several  sams 
marked  *'  borrowed  from  you,"  between  Slst  July  1760  and 
*<  4th  August  1761,  amounting  to  £260. 

These  entries  in  Henry's  book  were  deleted  by  scorings 
drawn  through  them. 

The  next  account  opened  for  William  Waddel»  had  the 
words  "  borrowed  from  you,"  and  in  it  the  several  sums 
lent  from  26th  Nov.  1764  to  8th  June  1782,  amounting  to 
£2056. 10s.  3d,  were  respectively  stated. 

There  was  also  the  account  on  separate  paper^  which 
brought  out  the  balance,  after  deductions,  of  £784.  4s«  Id., 
as  above  mentioned,  commencing  3d  December  1761,  and 
ending  8th  January  1773. 

The  respondents  answered,  that  these  were  not  sufBcient 
evidence  that  the  sums  of  money  libelled  were  borrowed  by 
the  deceased  Henry  Waddel  from  his  brother  William,  and 
that  the  whole  case  rested  therefore  on  certain  suppositions 
and  conjectures  emanating  from  the  appellant.    That,  in 
point  of  law,  the  book  and  accounts  kept  by  Henry  was  not 
sufficient  to  support  such  a  demand.    The  book  was  not  a 
formal  or  accurate  ledger,  but  a  small  pocket  book,  relating 
to  Henry's  business  as  an  agent. 
Jan.  20  1789.     ^^^  Gourt  adhered  to  the  Lord  Ordinary's  interlocutor, 
Feb.  JO,  — ^notwithstanding  two  reclaiming  petitions. 
Mar.  3,  —     ^g^^j^g^  ^hese  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 

After  hearing  counsel, 

Lord  Chakcellob  Thublow  said^— 
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"  My  LoRD0y  1790. 

« I  most  lay  aside  all  the  computationB  and  compariflons  of  William  jufbbt  &c. 
and  Hemy  Waddel's  fortunes^  and  the  allegations  as  to  abstraction         v. 
or  concealment  <^  papers,  no  such  thing  having  been  prored.     That   ^^^^^*  ^^* 
the  sole  question  was,  Whether  Henry's  account  pocket  book,  and 
the  paper  containing  the  account  in  1773,  were  eyidenoe  to  support 
the  demand  ?     That  they  afforded  strong  ground  of  suspicion  that 
Hemy  died  possessed  of  William's  money  to  a  considerable  amount, 
was  beyond  all  question ;  but  I  cannot  consider  these  documents 
as  amounting  to  legal  eyidence.    It  was  not  this  cause  alone  wUch 
he  had  to  consider,  but  the  danger  of  such  a  precedent  of  introduc- 
bg  loose  CTidence.    fie  therefore  mored  to  affirm/ 

It  was  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  intorlo* 
cutor  complained  of  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  B.  Dundaa,  Thomas  MacdoncM. 
For  Respondents,  J.  AnstrutJier,  TTm.  Adam, 


[Mor.  p.  4949.] 

Hbnrt  Jaffrbt  and  Others,  Partners  of  } 
the  Stirling  Banking  Company,  (Stein's  >  Appellants; 
Creditors,)  .        .        .        .        ) 

Mbssrb.  Allan,  Stewart  &  Co.,  Hespandents . 

House  of  Lords,  23d  Dec.  1790. 

BiimuptcT —  Salb — DsLiTERT-— Rbstitution — Fraud — 9top« 
PiMO  IN  Transitu. — A  party,  a  distiller,  had  entered  into  a  bar- 
gain for  the  purchase  of  an  extensiye  quantity  of  grain  from  the 
reqioodents^  while  he  was  yerging  towards,  and  on  the  eve  of 
bankruptcy.  The  grain  was  furnished;  and,  up  to  the  date  of 
the  bankruptcy,  between  20  and  30  cargoes  stood  thus :  ] .  The 
greatest  quantity  was  delivered  more  than  three  days  before  bank- 
ruptcy ;  2.  ScTeral  cargoes  were  deliYered  within  the  three  days  of 
bankruptcy;  and,  3.  At  the  date  of  his  becoming  bankrupt, 
several  caigoes  had  arrived  at  the  port  of  delivery,  but  were  not  then 
landed,  but  lay  in  the  ships  before  being  carried  to  the  ware- 
house of  the  buyer.  The  respondents  claimed  restitution  of  the 
whole ;  in  regard  to  the  first,  on  the  ground  of  presumptive  fraud. 
In  regard  to  the  second,  on  the  ground  of  positive  fraud ;  and 
in  regard  to  the  diird,  on  the  ground  of  their  right  to  stop  in  tran* 
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1 790  '^^  ^^  emerging  bankraptcj.     Held,  that  they  were  not  entitled 

_  to  restitution  of  what  was  delivered  more  than  three  days  before 

JAFFRBT   &c.     bankruptcy ;  but  that  they  were  entitled  to  restitution  of  that  dc- 
V.  livered  within  three  days  of  bankruptcy,  as  well  as  that  taken 

ALLAN,  &c.  possession  of  on  board  of  the  ships  at  the  port  of  delivery.  Re- 
versed in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  held,  that  there  were  no  cir- 
cumstances inferring  presumptive  fraud,  or  fraud  of  any  kind,  in 
this  case,  and  that  the  fact  of  goods  delivered  within  three  days  of 
bankruptcy  is  not  per  se  a  circumstance  from  which  fraud  may  be 
inferred :  and  case  remitted  back  to  Court  of  Session,  to  take  evi- 
dence and  hear  parties  further  on  the  point  of  stopping  tn  tranatu 
in  regard  to  the  grain  at  the  port  of  delivery. 

For  a  considerable  time  previous  to  his  bankruptcy,  James 
Stein,  late  distiller  in  Kilbagie,  had  been  carrying  on  an  ex- 
tensive trade,  but,  unknown  to  any  one,  under  great  diffi- 
culties^ so  much  8O5  that  he  had  communicated  to  his  ne- 
1787.  phew,  an  intention  to  stop  payment  in  July  1787-  In  Sep- 
tember, to  the  same  party,  he  says  by  letter,  *<  I  have 
"  £32,500  to  pay  this  and  next  month.  I  am  really  diffi- 
"  culted  about  it/'  In  October  he  writer  that  he  is  £5000 
short  for  the  week,  and  adds,  '*  he  must  absolutely  stop 
"  payment."  In  order  to  keep  up  his  credit,  the  circula- 
tion of  bills  was  resorted  to,  aided  by  a  plan  of  raising  up 
two  nominal  companies  for  that  purpose.     It  was  iu  these 

Oct.  33,1787. circumstances,  and  of  this  date,  that  he  entered  into  a  con- 
tract with  the  respondents,  whereby  the  latter  were  to  sup- 
ply him  with  all  their  grain  at  seven  months  credit.  They 
were  then  ignorant  of  his  situation,  which  he  managed  to 
conceal  from  them.  It  appeared  in  February  following  that 
a  bill  was  passed  making  alterations  on  the  distillery  laws 

Feb.  19,1788.  calculated  to  injure  distillers  in  general,  and  on  the  19th 
February  a  cow  was  sent  him  by  the  minister  of  Alloa  for 
purchase,  but  this  is  returned,  stating,  *'  On  account  of  the 
''  distillery  laws  he  has  this  day  curtailed  his  operations." 

Feb.  23,1788.  Mr.  Stein  finally  stopped  payment  on  23d  Feb.  1788. 

Between  October  1787  and  23d  Feb.  1788,  the  respond- 
ents had  supplied  him  with  20  or  30  cargoes  of  grain.  At 
the  time  of  the  bankruptcy,  four  cargoes  not  then  landed, 
but  lying  in  the  ships  at  the  port  of  delivery,  were  taken 
possession  of  by  the  respondents,  and  of  other  cargoes  part 
was  landed  on  7,  12,  13,  18,  19,  20,  21,  22,  and  23  Feb. 
When  these  were  shipped  oflF,  the  respondents  usually  took 
bills  of  lading  in  their  own  name,  and  indorsed  them  to  the 
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banlrnpt,  Inrho  got  A  biD  in  retarn  at  8e?en  months.    The       1790. 
last  cargo  was  shipped  on  4th  Febraarj,  and  next  day  they 
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got  from  Stein  a  bill  at  7  months  date  for  the  amonnt. ''^'™*^>  ^^' 
The  questions  were,  1.  Whether  the  respondents  were  entiti-  ^^llak,  &c. 
ed  to  restitution  of  the  grain  delivered  within  three  days  of 
bankruptcy,  on  the  ground  of  presumptive  fraud,  arising  from 
concealed  bankruptcy;  2.  Whether  they  were  entitled  to 
restitution  of  grain  delivered  more  than  three  days  prior  to 
bankruptcy, from  actual  fraud  inferred  from  the  circumstances 
of  the  case ;  and,  3.  Whether  the  creditors  (appellants)  were 
entitled  to  haye  the  grain  taken  possession  of  by  the  respon- 
dents at  the  port  of  delivery  restored  to  them  ? 

The  Court  found  "  the  petitioners  (respondents)  entitled  Dec.3  and  11, 
"  to  restitution  of  the  grain  delivered  by  them  into  the        ^      ' 
granaries  of  James  Stein,  within  three  days  of  the  23d  Feb. 
1788,  when  he  stopped  payment,  and  which  then  remain- 
ed in  his  possession  unmanufactured."      And  *'  appointed 
thena  to  give  in  a  condescendence,  specifying  the  particu*  ^^'  ^«  ^788. 
lar  acts  inferring  fraud,  upon  which  they  found  their  claim 
of  restitution  of  the  grain  delivered  to  the  bankrupt  more 
than  three  days  prior  to  the  bankruptcy."     On  reclaiming  Mar.  3  and  4, 
petition,  this  interlocutor  was  adhered  to.  l"^^* 

The  appellants  petitioned  the  Court,  praying  that  the  four 
cargoes  seized  and  taken  possession  of  by  the  respondents 
ought  to  be  restored  to  the  creditors  ;  but  the  desire  of  this 
petition  was  refused.  ^''^mt  ^' 

The  respondents  then  gave  in  their  condescendence,  which 
stated,  that  they  had  access  to  the  books  and  letters  of  the 
bankrupt,  and  were  prepared  to  establish  fraud,  from  the 
facts  which  they  disclosed.  They  quoted  passages  from 
several  letters,  leading  to  the  suspicion  of  fraud ;  and  stated 
that  they  would,  if  allowed,  prove  others.  They  also  offered 
to  prove  various  acts  of  fraud,  or  facts  and  circumstances  in- 
ferring it,  by  the  oaths  of  witnesses,  and  also  to  instruct  the 
extent  of  the  bankrupt's  insolvency  at  different  periods,  from 
all  which,  fraud  of  three  different  kinds  would  be  established. 
1.  Fraud  in  taking  the  goods  with  a  deliberate  intention  never 
to  pay  them ;  2.  Fraud  by  positive  acts,  and  efforts  resorted 
to  for  deceiving  the  respondents  as  to  their  credit ;  3.  Fraud, 
consisting  of  falsehood,  deceit,  and  imposition,  employed  by 
an  insolvent  party  to  prevent  his  credit  in  general  from 
fiuling. 

The  Court,  of  this  date,  found  "  the  facts  and  allegations  Mar.  5, 1789« 
"  stated  in  the  condescendence  are  not  relevant  to  infer 

▼OL.  III.  o 
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1790.       '*  fraud,  so  as  to  entitle  Messrs.  Allan,  Stewart  and  Company 

"  to  restitution  of  the  grain  delirered  by  them  more  than 

JAFFBBY,  &c.  ^j  ii^Yoe  days  prior  to  the  bankruptcy  of  James  Stein ;  and 
ALLAN,  &c.   *<  therefore  refuse  a  proof  thereof." 

The  appellants  appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords  against 
these  interlocutors,  in  so  far  as  they  gave  restitution  of  the 
grain  within  three  days  of  bankruptcy ;  and  also,  in  so  far  as 
their  petition  was  refused  for  having  the  four  cargoes  of 
grain  restored  which  were  taken  possession  of  bj  the  re- 
spondents after  the  arrival  of  the  ships  at  the  port  of  delivery. 
A  cross  appeal  was  brought  by  the  respondents  against 
the  last  quoted  interlocutor  of  5th  March  1789,  finding  the 
facts  and  circumstances  condescended  on  not  relevant  to  in- 
fer fraud,  so  as  to  entitle  to  restitution  of  that  delivered  more 
than  three  days  before  the  bankruptcy. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants, — A  contract  of  sale,  followed 
by  delivery  of  the  goods,  as  in  this  case,  operates  as  a  com- 
plete transfer  of  the  property;  and  the  seller,  once  this 
transfer  is  completed,  can  have  no  lien  or  security  for  pay- 
ment of  the  price,  even  although  he  may  have  been  deoeir- 
ed  by  trusting  to  one  who  knew  he  was  insolvent,  and  pro- 
bably would  never  pay.  In  this  there  is  no  fraud.  There 
is  no  fraud  in  a  merchant's  going  on  in  trade  as  long  as  he 
can — no  fraud  in  concealing  his  difficulties,  and  no  art  or 
deception  used,  while  he  merely  struggles  on  to  the  last 
The  doctrine,  that  any  thing  done  within  three  days  of 
bankruptcy,  entitles  to  restitution,  is  therefore  not  to  be 
supported,  because  of  the  advanced  stage  of  commerce,  and 
of  the  injury  that  it  may  do  to  the  general  body  of  credi- 
tors— to  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  a  particular  creditor. 
In  entering  into  such  contracts,  the  seller  must  undei^ 
the  usual  risks  of  the  party  with  whom  he  deals.  It  is  not 
usual  to  ask  the  purchaser  if  he  is  solvent ;  nor  for  the  pur- 
chaser to  explain  any  thing  injurious  to  his  own  credit 
There  is  no  authority  except  Inglis  v.  Cave,  Diet.  vol.  i.  p. 
336,  for  holding  that  transactions  entered  into  within  three 
days  of  bankruptcy,  are  void  on  presumed  fraud.  But,  sap- 
posing  that  to  be  the  law,  it  could  not  apply  to  this  case, 
where  the  contract  had  been  entered  into  on  31st  Oct.,  and 
the  last  sale  sent  off  on  4th  Feb.  following.  Tet  the  case 
founded  on  stands  alone,  unsupported  by  any  other  authori- 
ty ;  and  the  presumption,  that  goods  delivered  within  three 
days  of  bankruptcy  have  been  fraudulently  purchased,  has 
no  foundation  in  the  law  of  Scotland,  and  is  not  referred  to 
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by  the  institutional  writers.    This  being  the  case,  in  refer-       1790. 
ence  to  the  grain  within  the  three  days,  the  conclusion  is    — 
inevitable  with  reference  to  that  delivered  more  than  three ^^"*"^'*'*^' 
days  prior  to  the  bankruptcy.    And,  in  regard  to  the  cargoes  allan,  &c. 
taken  possession  of  after  arrival  at  the  port  of  delivery,  and 
while  on  shipboard,  the  appellants  submit  that  the  bill  of 
lading  being  indorsed  to  the  bankrupt,  and  the  transit  being 
at  an  end,  delivery  was  completed,  and  therefore  they  were 
entitled  to  have  these  restored. 

Pleaded  far  the  Respondents. --The  rule  of  restitution  of 
goods  delivered  intra  triduum^  or  restoring  to  the  seller 
what  he  baa  delivered  to  the  insolvent  purchaser  qui  cedit 
faro,  or  becomes  bankrupt  within  three  days  after  delivery, 
is  a  fixed  point  in  the  law  of  Scotland.    Bankton  says :  ^<  It 
*'  has  already  been  observed,  that  when  a  person,  knowing 
himself  to  be  insolvent,  buys  goods  on  trust,  the  seller  is 
preferable,  as  to  the  property  of  such  goods,  to  the  buyer's 
''creditors;  but  this  preference  is  restricted  to  the  goods 
"  received  within  three  days  of  the  bankrupt's  going  aside 
"  by  absconding,"  &c.    This  rule  is  founded  on  a  legal-pre- 
sumption of  fraud,  and  the  doctrine  in  Bankton  and  Cave's 
case  was  recognized  and  repeated  in  Shepherd  v.  Campbell 
and  Robertson  in  1775,  where  the  doctrine  of  presumptive     ^^^^v*^^ 
fraud  was  given  effect  to.     So  that  it  is  erroneous  to  state,  g^  j-^^g^  y^^^ 
as  the  appellants  do,  that  the  presumption  intra  triduum  onte.  vol.  ii. 
rested  entirely  on  the  authoritj  of  a  single  case.    Here  the  P'  ^^^• 
date  of  the  delivery,  and  not  the  date  of  the  bargain  or 
contract,  is  to  be  considered,  and  therefore  whatever  was 
delivered  within  the  three  days  of  bankruptcy,  the  respond* 
ents  ought  to  have  restitution  of,  as  on  presumed  fraud. 
And  in  regard  to  tlie  actual  fraud,  so  as  to  entitle  the  re- 
spondents to  restitution  of  that  delivered  more  than  three 
days  prior  to  the  bankruptcy,  this  affords,  beyond  all  doubt 
in  law,  a  good  ground  of  restitution.     The  question  is,  have 
there  been  actual  fraud  in  this  case  ?    If  the  whole  circum- 
stances stated  in  the  condescendence  were  proved,  there 
could  be  no  doubt  of  actual  fraud.     They  Vere  induced  to 
enter  into  the  contract  upon  the  representations  of  Smith, 
Stein's  active  agent,   that   Stein    was  worth   £50,000   or 
£60,000,   while  in  fact  he  was  not  worth  one  shilling. 
Smith's  oath  would  have  proved  this,  had  it  been  allowed, 
and  the  banker's  account  shown  by  Stein  and  Smith  to  in- 
duce the  belief  that  he  was  of  substantial  credit,  would  also 
have  established  the  same  fact. 
After  bearing  counsel, 
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1790w  Lord  Chamcbllor  TflimLow : 


JAFFRBT,  &c.     '<  My  Lords, 

9. 
ALLAN,   &C. 


**  I  reject  the  rale  of  presumptiye  fraud  in  this  case,  because,  af- 
ter attentiyelj  examining  the  adjudged  cases  relied  on,  in  support  of 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session,  I  cannot  perceive  that  the 
Court  have'eyer  proceeded  on  that  positiye  rule,  which  the  sellen 
had  contended  to  be  now  fixed  law.  It  is  rather  my  opinion,  from 
the  examination  of  those  caseSi  that  the  Court  had  considered  the 
failure  within  three  days  as  one  circumstance  only,  from  which  frand 
might  be  presumed^  but  not  as  that  from  which  singly  fraud  was  to 
be  absolutely  inferred,  though  other  circumstances  might  show  ^heie 
was  none.  In  the  present  case,  there  was  not  a  single  drcumstanee 
condescended  upon,  which  applied  more  to  the  three  days  immedi- 
ately preceding  the  bankruptcy,  than  to  an  earlier  period,  and  the 
buyei^s  failing  within  three  days  after  the  transaction,  or  after  the 
receipt  of  the  goods,  was  not  per  te  sufficient  to  void  the  contract. 
There  were  no  circumstances  condescended  on  whch  inferred  fraud : 
on  the  contrary,  it  seemed  to  be  made  out,  that  Stein  had  no  in- 
tention of  stopping  or  giving  up  his  trade  till  23d  Feb.  1788 ;  and 
consequently,  till  then,  he  had  a  right  to  make  contracts,  or  to  re- 
ceive goods  delivered  in  performance  of  contracts  previously  made, 
just  as  any  merchant  or  dealer  would  do  in  the  usual  course  of 
trade. 

^  But  the  question  is,  Whether  the  respondents  (vendors)  were 
entitled  to  stop  certain  quantities  of  grain,  which  were  consigned  or 
forwarded  by  them  to  Stein  the  bankrupt,  before  the  actual  deliveiy 
to  him,  the  bankruptcy  having  intervened  ?  By  the  law  of  Eng- 
land, and,  as  I  conceive,  by  the  law  of  Scotland  also,  the  shipping  of 
goods  to  one  who  commissions  them,  or  the  deliveiy  of  them  Id 
a  carrier  to  be  conveyed  to  him,  was  a  completed  sale.  But  within 
the  last  hundred  years,  a  rule  has  been  introduced,  from  the  customs 
of  foreign  nations,  that  in  the  case  of  the  vendee's  bankruptqr,  the 
vendor  might  stop  and  take  back  the  goods  in  transitu^  or  before 
they  came  into  the  hands  of  the  vendee ;  and  this  is  certainly  now 
a  part  of  the  law  of  England,  and  I  understand  it  to  be  the  law  like- 
wise of  Scotland." 

It  was  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  said  in- 
terlocutor of  the  Lords  of  Session,  dated  the  3d,  and 
signed  the  11th  December  1788,  finding  the  respond- 
ents entitled  to  restitution  of  the  grain  therein  men- 
tioned ;  and  also  the  interlocutor  of  the  said  Lordi^ 
dated  the  3d»  and  signed  the  4th  March  1789,  adher* 
ing  theretOy  complained  of  by  the  original  appeal,  be, 
and  the  same  are  hereby  reversed.    And  it  is  farther 
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ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  interlocutor  of  the  said       1791. 
Lordfi,  dated  the  Ith,  and  signed  the  5th  March  1789,    -^— ^-^ 
also  complained  of  by  the  said  original  appeal,  be,  and    ''^  mottb 
the  same  is  hereby  also  reversed^  without  prejudice  to    j^bdinb. 
the  respondents  in  the  original  appeal  insisting  and 
producing  evidence  to  show  that  they  were  entitled  to 
stop  and  detain  the  grain  consigned  by  them  to  James 
Stein  the  bankrupt  in  transitu,  or  before  actual  delive- 
ry; and  also  without  prejudice  to  the  appellants  in  the 
original  appeal  making  such  objections  thereto  as  they 
shall  be  advised.   And  it  is  hereby  further  ordered  that 
the  cause  be  remitted  back  to  the  Court  of  Session  in 
Scotland,  to  take  such  evidence,  and  to  hear  the  par- 
ties ;  and  to  do  therein  what  shall  appear  to  them  just 
as  to  that  point.    And  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudge 
ed,  that  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  said  Lords,  dated 
4th,  and  signed  5th  March  1789,  complained  of  by  the 
cross  appeal,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  Ilay  Campbell^  Allan  Maconochie, 
For  Respondents,  A.  Pigott,  Math.  Rose,  Cha,  Hope. 


Maodalanb  Barbarie  De  La  Motte,  Appellant ; 

Sir  Wm.  Jardinb  of  Applegirth,  formerly  ) 
Captain  Wm.  Jardine,  .  ]  ^^P<^^^' 

House  of  Lords,  25th  Feb.  1791. 

Divorce — Proof — ^Re-exahination  op  Witness. — Where  bribery 
and  malice  were  objected  against  a  witness  adduced,  the  objector 
allowed  a  proof  of  these  before  oath  was  allowed  to  be  put.  A 
party,  after  she  had  adduced  four  witnesses  to  prove  the  above 
objections,  prayed  the  Court,  by  minute,  to  be  allowed  to  re-ex- 
amine these  four  witnesses,  in  order  to  prove  certain  conversations, 
said  to  have  taken  place  with  James  Spalding,  Margaret  Johnstone, 
and  Thomas  Brockie,  witnesses  for  the  respondent,  about  the  time, 
or  after  they  had  given  evidence  in  the  cause.  Held,  that  this 
was  incompetent,  the  intention  being  to  discredit  the  respon- 
dent's  witnesses,  by  proving  those  conyersations,  and  the  facts 
besides  not  falling  within  the  conjunct  probation. 

This  was  an  action  of  divorce,  raised  by  the  respondent 
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1791..      against  his  wife,  for  acts  of  adultery  committed  bj  ber 
■  witb  Lieut.  Samuel  Pleydell,  tbe  respondent's  nepbew. 

LA  MOTTB  ^  proof  being  allowed,  in  tbe  course  tbereof,  objections 
jARoiMB.  y^QTce  stated  to  several  witnesses,  in  particular  to  Margaret 
Jobnstone,  wbo  bad  been  tbe  waiting  woman  of  tbe  respon- 
dent, and  to  James  Spalding  and  Tbomas  Brockie,  two  of 
the  men  servants  in  tbe  family.  Tbe  objections  to  Mar- 
garet Jobnstone  were :  1.  Tbat,  before  or  since  tbe  time  of 
her  being  cited  as  a  witness,  she  bad  received  from  tbe  re- 
spondent, and  others  employed  by  him,  considerable  sums 
of  money  for  giving  evidence  in  tbe  cause,  and  that  she  bad 
been  promised  a  settlement  for  life,  on  condition  of  giving  ber 
testimony  against  the  appellant :  2.  That  she  had  repeat- 
ed private  communications  witb  tbe  respondent,  and  those 
employed  by  him,  and  had  desired  information  bow  she 
should  depose:  3.  That  she  was  an  ultroneous  witness,  from 
views  of  gain  and  revenge;  that  she  bore  ill  will  and  ma- 
lice against  the  appellant,  and  bad  repeatedly  declared^  that 
if  she  were  admitted  as  a  witness,  she  would  ruin  tbe  appel- 
lant :  4.  That  for  sometime  past,  and  at  this  moment,  she 
is  lodged,  boarded,  and  clothed  at  tbe  expense  of  the  re- 
spondent, much  beyond  ber  station. 

The  objections  to  Spalding  and  Brockie  were  in  these 
words : — "  That  they  have  both  received  money,  or  good 
X  *'  deeds  and  reward,  for  giving  evidence  in  this  cause,  and 
"  that  both  of  them,  particularly  the  former,  have  given  ad- 
"  vice  and  assistance  to  tbe  pursuer  in  managing  this  cause; 
"  and,  in  particular,  in  (am pering  witb  Margaret  Jobnstone." 
As  to  Thomas  Brockie,  these  objections  were  afterwards 
judicially  passed  from ;  but,  as  to  the  others,  the  Commis- 
saries allowed  a  proof  of  these  objections.  Accordingly,  be- 
fore  these  two  witnesses  were  put  on  oath,  nine  witnesses  were 
examined,  for  the  purpose  of  disqualifying  them.  But  the 
Commissary,  after  proof  and  full  debate  thereon,  found  *'the 
'^  proof  brought  insufficient  to  establish  the  charge  of  brib- 
"  ery  or  malice  against  the  said  witnesses,  and  therefore 
''  allow  them  to  be  examined,  reserving  all  objections  to 
"  their  credibility." 

This  interlocutor  was  acquiesced  in  by  both  parties,  and 
the  witnesses  examined  accordingly ;  after  which  tbe  proof 
proceeded,  and  finally  established  the  adultery  against  the 
appellant.  Finding  this  to  be  the  case,  she  betook  herself 
to  the  plea  of  recrimination,  and  after  repeating  a  summons 
to  this  effect,  the  Commissaries  found  no  proof  to  support 
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such  a  plea.     She  then  resorted  to  her  original  plan,  of  at-       1791. 

tempting  to  discredit  the  respondent's  witnesses ;  and,  with    

this  Tiew,  she  gave  in  a  minute  and  condescendence,  desiring  ^^  motte 
leave  to  re-examine  four  persons  whom  she  formerly  adduc-  jabdinb. 
ed  upon  her  proof  of  objections,  by  whom  she  proposed  to 
prove  certain  conversations  said  to  have  taken  place  between 
James  Spalding,  Margaret  Johnstone,  and  Thomas  Brockie, 
witnesses  for  the  respondent,  about  the  time,  or  after  they 
had  given  tlteir  evidence  in  the  cause. 

The  Commissaries  pronounced  this  interlocutor  : — "  In  Aug.29,1787. 
"  respect  the  interrogatories  have  no  connection  with  any 
"  fact  stated  in  the  libel,  and  do  not  fall  within  the  meaning 
"  of  the  conjunct  proof  allowed  to  Mrs.  Jardine,  but  have 
"  no  other  tendency  than  to  discredit  the  depositions  of  the 
"  witnesses,  setting  up  in  opposition  thereto  a  proof  of  con- 
**  versations  alleged  to  have  taken  place  among  the  witnesses 
"  after  being  examined;  find  the  interrogatpries  incompetent, 
**  and  refuse  to  put  the  same." 

Thereafter  the  Commissaries  pronounced  decree,  finding 
the  libel  proven,  and  decerned.  This  decree  was  extracted 
when  the  appellant  brought  a  reduction  of  the  decree. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  pronounced  judgment,  repelling  the  Jane  14, 1788. 
reasons  of  reduction,  assoilzied  the  respondent,  and  decern- 
ed; and,  on  two  reclaiming  petitions  to  the  Court,  they  ad-«-— 28,< . 

facred.  ' — ^^» 

These  interlocutors  were  appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Arch,  Macdonaldj  Jas.  Allan  Park. 
For  Respondent,  Sir  J.  ScotL  T,  Erskine,  Robert  Dallas, 


William  Morehead,  Esq.,  Appellant ; 

Charles  Edmonstonb,  Esq.,  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  28th  Feb.  179L 

Sasine — Dispensation  Clause — Title — Qualification — Held, 
terms  of  dispensation  clause  in  a  charter  sufficient  to  authorize 
infefhnent  at  the  place  mentioned  in  the  charter,  for  any  part  of 
the  lands,  as  welt  as  for  the  whole.     Also,  that  the  valuation  of 
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1791.  the  lands  having  heen  fixed  hy  a  decret  of  the  Commiffiioners  of 

■  Supply,  the  same  must  stand  good,  and  entitle  the  proprietor  to 

xoaiBXAD        jj^  enrolled  as  a  freeholder  of  the  county. 


r. 

EDX0K8T0!IE. 


At  a  meeting  of  the  freeholders  of  Stirlingshire,  held  for 
electing  a  member  of  parliament,  the  following  objectioDS 
were  stated  to  the  respondent's  title  to  be  admitted  to  the  rol!, 
viz.  1.  That  the  claimant's  sasine  is  yoid  and  nnll,  in  respect 
that  the  dispensing  clause  in  the  charter  gave  no  aathoritj 
for  taking  infeftment  at  the  Manor  Place  of  Eilqrth,  quoad 
his  lands;  for  although  it  bears  that  a  sasine  to  be  taken  there 
should  be  sufficient  for  the  whole  lands  and  others  mention- 
ed in  the  charter,  it  contains  no  declaration  that  such  sasine 
should  be  sufficient  for  any  particular  part  of  these  landa; 
2.  The  claimant's  pretended  qualification  is  altogether  no  • 
minal  and  fictitious^  and  was  never  intended  to  give  him  a  free 
and  independent  freehold  for  his  own  behoof;  3.  That,  in  the 
valuation  book,  the  lands  of  Clangor  stand  valued  at  £710. 
18s.  Scots ;  and  the  teinds  thereof  at  £100  Scots,  and  al- 
though these  cumulos  were  thrown  together  and  divided  in 
1707  among  the  different  parcels  composing  the  lands  of 
Clangor,  and  which  division  was  approved  of  bj  the  Com- 
missioners of  Supply  in  1786,  upon  the  application  of  Sir 
Arch.  Edmonstone,  and  the  different  parcels  of  land  now 
claimed  on  do,  with  the  teinds  thereof,  according  to  this 
decret  of  approbation,  stand  valued  at  £410.  13s.  4d.  Scots, 
jet  the  titles  produced  by  the  claimant  do  not  give  him 
any  right  whatever  to  the  teinds ;  and,  consequently,  it  does 
not  appear  that  he  is  possessed  of  the  yaluation  required  by 
law. 

In  answer,  it  was  stated  ;  1.  That  the  clause  of  dispensa- 
tion in  the  charter  did  authorize  the  taking  of  sasine  ia  the 
way  that  had  been  done.  Clauses  of  union  and  dispenaa- 
tion,  when  properly  expressed,  may  support  an  infeftment  in 
a  particular  parcel  of  lands,  although  taken  at  a  place  be- 
yond the  boundaries  of  such  parcel.  The  objection  says,  that 
the  clause  only  allows  infeftment  to  be  taken  of  the  whole 
lands  at  the  Manor  Place  of  Kilsyth,  or  upon  the  ground  of 
any  part  of  the  lands,  but  gave  no  authority  for  taking  infeft- 
ment o{  any  particular  parcel^  except  upon  the  ground  there- 
of. The  bare  perusal  of  the  clause  must  show  this  objec- 
tion to  be  frivolous ;  the  words  "  pro  omnt  parte  earundem^*' 
certainly  mean,  for  every  or  any  part  of  the  lands ;  and  be- 
ing used  after  the  words  "  pro  dictis  totis  tenns"  plainlypoint 
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out  what  was  meant.    It  is  therefore  clear  that  sasine  may  be       ^^^L 
laken  at  the  Manor  Place  for  the  whole  estate,  and  also  for 
every  or  any  part  thereof ;   2.  That  the  qualification  was  nei«         „. 
ther  nominal  nor  fictitious;  3.  That  the  valuation  of  theBBxoNSTOMs. 
lands  was  legally  ascertained  by  a  decret  of  the  Commission- 
ers of  Supply ;  and»  4.  That  the  objection  as  to  the  teinds 
was  irrelevant,  as  had  been  determined  in  several  cases. 
Although  his  titles  gave  him  no  right  to  the  lands  and  the 
teindSi  yet  they  gave  him  right  to  the  lands^  with  the  parts, 
pendicles,  and  pertinents,  and  all  the  charters  granted  to 
the  vassals  contain  both  lands  and  teinds,  and  the  vassals 
have  always  been  in  possession  of  both  for  time  past  me- 
mory.   It  will  not  do  therefore  to  attempt,  as  is  here  done, 
to  separate  the  teind  from  the  land,  and  in  this  way  reduce 
the  valuation  below  the  requisite  qualification. 

The  Court  of  Freeholders  sustained  the  objections ;  and, 
on  complaint  to  the  Court  of  Session,  the  Court  pronounced 
this  judgment : — "  repel  the  objection  to  the  complainer's  Dec.  9, 1790. 
"  sasine ;  and  also  repel  the  objection  to  the  valuation  of  the 
"  complainer's  lands." 

Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutor  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Alex.  Wights  Sylv.  Douglas. 
For  Respondent,  George  Ferguson^  J.  CampbelL 

NoTE.-^- Another  case,  Muirhead  v.  George  Edmonstone,  was  de- 
tennined  in  the  same  manner.  Also,  Muirhead  v,  Johnstone  of  Alva, 
determined  a  few  days  thereafter. 


Pbter  Speirs,  Esq.,  .  .  Appellant ; 

Sir  Alexander  Campbell,  Bart.^        •  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  5th  March  1791. 

Freehold  Qualification  — ^  Trust  Deed  —  Apparent  ^EIR's 
Eights. — Held,  although  a  deceased  father  had  left  his  whole 
estate  to  trustees,  who  were  infeft,  that  his  heir  was  still  entitled 

to  be  enrolled  as  possessing  a  good  freehold    qualification, the 

possession  of  the  trustees  being  for  his  behoof,  and  their  possession 
being  considered  as  bis. 

The  respondent  having  claimed  to  be  enrolled  as  a  free- 
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179L       holder  for  the  county  of  Stirling,  in  order  to  vote  for  the 
election  of  a  member  of  parliament ;  it  was  objected  to  his 
claim,  that  his  father  having  conveyed  his  estate  to  trustees 
CAMPBELL,  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  trust  deed,  he  was  entire- 
ly divested.     To  this  objection  it  was  answered ;  That  the 
trustees  named  by  his  father  had  no  possession  but  for  his 
behoof,  and  that  their  possession  under  their  base  infeft- 
ment  was  to  be  accounted  his  possession  :  that  it  was  a  pro- 
position founded  in  the  words  of  the  act  1681,  c.  20,  that  a 
trust  deed,  though  granted  for  the  behoof  of  creditors,  does 
not  deprive   the  truster  of  his  freehold  qualification,  that 
act  having  expressly  declared,  <^  that  no  person  infeftfor 
*'  relief  or  payment  of  sums  shall  havo  vote,  but  the  grant- 
"  ers  of  the  said  rights,  their  heirs  and  successors.*'   That  so 
standing  the  case,  the  respondent  would  have  been  entitled 
to  be  enrolled,  although  the   trustees  had  been  publiclj 
infcft  upon  a  charter  of  resignation  from  the  crown ;  and, 
multo  magis,  mast  be  so  entitled,  when  it  was  considered 
that  these  trustees  were  only  base  infeft.     It  was  also  ob- 
jected, that  the  valuation  of  the  lands  on  which  he  claimed 
being  below  £400,  he  had  no  right  to  be  enrolled.    It  was 
answered,  that  the  valuation  of  the  Commissioners  of  Sup- 
ply was  evidence  to  the  contrary,  and  it  must  stand  good 
until  reduced. 

The  Court  of  Freeholders  rejected  his  claim  to  be  put  on 
the  roll ;  and  he  complained  to  the  Court  of  Session.  The 
Dec.  14,1790.  Court  of  Session  found,  ^^  that  the  meeting  of  freeholders 
"  did  wrong  in  refusing  to  put  the  complainer  upon  the  roll 
'*  of  electors  for  the  county  of  Stirling ;  and  therefore  or- 
*'  dain  his  name  to  be  inserted  in  the  roll  in  its  proper 
"  place."* 

Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutor  be  aflSrmed. 

For  Appellant,  Alex.  Wighty  Sylv,  Douglas. 
For  Respondent,  Geo*  Ferguson^  J.  Campbell. 


*  Opinions  of  the  Judges : 

Lord  Presidbkt  Campbell. — "There  are  two  objections ;  1st. 
Title ;  and,  2d.  Valuation. 

*'  As  to  the  first,  no  want  of  possession.  It  is  a  lucratire  suooeflsiaD, 
though  under  entail  and  trust.  Sir  Alexander  represents  his  &- 
ther — lives  at  Qargunnock,  and  receives  from  the  trustees  that  por- 
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1791. 


BIDDELL 


Sir  Jambb  Riddbll,  Bart,  .  Appellant ; 

James  Grosset,  Esq.,  •  Respondeat  ^* 

^  ^  OB088ET. 

House  of  Lords,  23(1  March  1791. 

Lease — ^Error  in  Substantialibus — Parole. — Circumstances  in 
which  a  lease  of  land  was  entered  into  for  31  years,  specifying  a 
yearly  rent  of  £600  per  annum,  and  also  a  prescribed  rotation  of 
cropping.  Nothing  was  mentioned  in  the  lease  about  the  number  of 
arable  acres  of  land ;  but  the  tenant  understood  that  there  were,  as 
had  been  represented,  600  acres  of  arable  land ;  and,  as  he  was  taken 
bound  by  the  lease  to  haye  300  acres  in  tillage,  each  year  of  the 
lease,  which  proceeded  on  the  footing  that  there  were  600  acres 
of  arable  land,  he  insisted  that  the  lease  should  be  reduced  and 
set  aside,  in  consequence  of  there  not  being  that  quantity  of  arable 
land  on  the  farm.  The  Court  of  Session  held  him  liable  for  the 
full  rent. — Reyersed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  lease  reduced 
and  set  aside,  and  held  him  only  liable  at  the  rate  of  £450  per  an- 
num for  the  three  years  during  which  he  possessed  the  farm. 

The  respondent  took  in  lease  from  the  appellant,  for  a 
period  of  31  years,  the  house  and  lands  of  Mains,  at  a  year- 


tion  of  the  rent  which  is  allowed  him.  The  entail  dispones  the  es- 
tate in  his  fayour  as  institute ;  and  he  is  apparent  heir  of  inyestiture. 
The  possession  of  the  trustees  is  his  possesion ;  and  ciyil  possession 
Is  sufficient.  But  the  objection  is,  that  his  title  is  defeasable,  as  the 
trustees  may  sell  to  a  purchaser,  who  may  execute  the  procuratory« 
The  renunciation  of  little  consequence,  as  it  only  binds  them  per- 
sonaUy,  and  it  is  not  recorded  in  the  register  of  sasines ;  and  eyen  if 
it  was,  I  doubt  if  it  be  a  feudal  method  of  securing  Sir  Alexander  in 
the  superiority.  But,  independent  of  this  renunciation,  can  it  be 
said  that  he  is  diyested  of  the  right  of  apparency,  by  a  settlement 
in  lus  own  fayour,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  in  trustees  for  him, 
the  dominium  directum  still  remaining  in  hereditate  untaken  up  ? 
The  objector  must  be  able  to  show  that  a  trust  oonyeyance,  for  the 
purpose  of  management,  and  for  the  heir's  own  behoof,  quoad  the 
reyersion,  is  an  alienation  from  the  heir. 

'^  Sir  Alexander  is  entitled  to  take  a  charter  upon  the  procuratory 
in  the  entail,  or,  which  is  the  same  thing,  as  to  third  parties,  to  be 
senred  upon  the  former  inyestitures,  and  so  to  complete  the  feudal 
right  in  his  person,  which  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  feudal  right 
being  also  in  the  trustees.    Queiy :  Would  not  his  wife  be  entitled 
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&li>DBLL 

V. 
OR088ET. 


Ij  rent  of  £600  per  annum,  the  said  lease  fixing  the  rale  of 
rotation  and  cropping  the  lands ;  and  providingthat  in  each 
year  there  should  always  be  300  acres  in  tillage.    This  com- 


to  her  terce,  or  to  the  jointure  allowed  by  the  entail,  upon  his  mak- 
ing up  such  titles  ?  Frazer  of  Loyat  in  a  similar  situation.  Sop- 
pose  the  trustees  also  infeft  upon  a  charter  from  the  crown,  would 
this  entirely  denude  him  of  the  feudal  right  of  his  estate,  and  his 
wife  of  the  terce  ?  What  if  Sir  James  was  living,  and  had  put  his 
estate  under  trust  in  his  own  life,  would  this  have  been  a  good 
ground  for  turning  him  off  the  roll  ?  Case  of  Sir  Lud.  Grant  is  yeiy 
much  in  point,  also  case  of  Crawford  in  Renfrewshire,  who  was  in 
worse  circumstances.  Infeftment  is  really  in  security  till  a  oJe 
actually  takes  place,  which  will  of  course  denude  him,  but,  in  the 
meantime,  the  estate  belongs  to  nobody  but  him. 

'*  As  to  the  valuation,  the  diyision  in  17^0,  if  done  by  a  private 
meeting,  was  done  without  evidence  of  any  kind.  The  procedore  in 
1753  more  regular,  and  has  continued  the  rule  for  near  forty  years. 
See  case  of  Shaw  Stewart  I78O,  Wight,  p.  201,  where  twenty 
years'  acquiescence  was  held  sufficient  against  a  much  worse  ob- 
jection. But  there  is  no  ex  facie  objection  to  the  decree  of  17^* 
and  therefore  it  must  continue  the  rule  until  it  b  reduced.  The 
original  valuation  was  in  cumuloy  and  doubt  if  the  division  1740 
could  be  regarded.  The  Commissioners  of  Supply  entitled  to  act 
to  the  best  of  their  judgment,  and  not  tied  down  to  such  rigorous 
rules." 

Lord  Justiob  Clerk.-—''  As  to  the  valuation,  I  must  say  that  it 
brought  him  under  £-100.  As  to  whether  it  be  null,  may  take  mi- 
der  consideration  the  valuation  books.  I  incline  to  think  it  was  a 
public  meeting.  But  the  question  in  1763  was,  how  they  shoaU 
proceed?  But,  haviog  the  whole  before  them,  judge  it  better  to 
take  ori^aal  cumuh  valuation.  They  judged  rightly.  The  pio- 
ceedings  in  17^0  were  null  for  want  of  proof.  Supposing  they  had 
been  wrong,  yet,  as  it  has  been  acquiesced  in  &r  thirty-seven  yean, 
objection  elided." 

Lord  Eskgrovb. — "  The  division  in  1 740  is  clearly  null,  but  that 
of  1753  continued  the  rule  for  37  years,  which  bars  objection*'' 

Lord  Dreghorn. — ''  Of  same  opinion." 

Lord  Justice  Clerk.-*''  As  to  trust,  I  am  clear  that  there  is  no- 
thing in  the  objection.  In.acyudications,  the  reverser  has  the  sob- 
stantial  right  and  interest,  tiU  the  property  is  evicted.  In  rights  in 
security  the  same  rule  holds. — A  power  to  sell  is  common,  but  makes 
no  difference.  The  possession  of  the  creditors  and  tmateet  is  the 
possessicHDi  of  the  truster.  Every  shilling  that  is  uplifted,  goes  to  the 
payment  of  Sir  Alexander's  debt." 

Lord  Monboddo. — "  Of  same  opinion.'' 


V. 

GA08SKT. 
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pntittion  of  300  acres  proceeded  npon  the  footing,  as  stated  by       1791. 
the  tenant,  that  the  plonghable  land  consisted  of  600  acjres.      ■ 

The  tenant,  soon  after  entering  the  farm,  discovered  that  biddbll 
there  was  not  more  than  one  half  of  this  quantity  of 
plonghable  land  on  the  farm ;  the  other  part  being  in  a 
state  not  fit  for  tillage,  and  consequently,  as  he  stated,  it 
was  impossible  for  him  to  implement  the  conditions  of  the 
lease.  In  consequence,  he  brought  an  action  of  reduction  to 
set  aside  the  lease,  on  the  ground  of  error  in  substantialibus 
of  the  lease,  and  false  and  fraudulent  representation. 

The  landlord  (appellant)  stated,  that  nothing  could  be 
fairer  than  the  manner  in  which  the  whole  bargain  for  the 
lease  was  gone  into. — That  he  had  never  stipulated,  either 
in  the  lease  or  otherwise,  that  the  farm  contained  600 
arable  acres.  The  tenant  came  and  carefully  inspected 
the  whole  lands,  staying  for  a  whole  week,  and  perambu- 
lating the  grounds  day  after  day  to  ascertain  both  the  qua- 
lity and  extent  of  the  land,  and  that  at  the  end  of  that 
period  he  had  expressed  himself  satisfied,  and  had  desired 
^  to  enter  into  articles  in  regard  to  the  lease  ;-*had  actually 
written  out  the  agreement  with  his  own  hand,  and  had 
thereafter  a  whole  year  to  think  of  it  before  any  regular 
lease  was  executed  and  signed  between  them. 

To  this  action  were  subsequently  added  another,  at  the 
respondent's  instance,  praying  the  Court  to  declare,  that 
the  rent  of  the  said  lands  of  Mains  and  others,  contained  in 
the  lease,  should  be  £300  yearly  for  the  three  years  during 
which  it  had  been  possessed,  and,  upon  payment  thereof, 
that  he  should  be  freed  and  discharged  of  all  rents  prestable 
by  him^  as  tenant  for  the  said  three  years.  Also  for  £1000, 
in  name  of  damages,  in  consequence  of  the  said  Sir  James 
Riddell  having,  by  false  and  feigned  representation,  indue* 
ed  him  to  enter  into  said  lease,  and  to  come  with  a  large 
fsmily  from  a  foreign  country,  at  a  great  distance,  to  take 
possession  of  the  said  lands  at  considerable  loss  and  ex- 
pense. 

The  appellant  also  brought  an  action,  stating  the  lease. 


Loud  QAitDEitsioifE. — "  Of  same  opimon." 
Lord  Eskgrovb. — **  Of  same  opinion." 
Lord  Swinton. — *'  Of  same  opiDion." 
Lord  RocEmLLB.— ^'  Of  same  opinion." 

Vide  Pteadent  Campbell's  Session  Papers,  Vol.  lix. 
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1791.       and  the  seyeral  agreements  therein  contained,  and  praying 
that  the  Court  would  order  and  decree  the  respondent  to 


BiDDSLL     make  payment  to  him  of  the  rent  of  the  farm  of  Mains,  at 

OB088BT* 


the  rate  of  £600  Sterling  per  annum,  in  equal  moieties. 


And  also  to  make  payment  of  the  sum  of  £3  of  additional 
yearly  rent  for  each  acre  he  had  cropped  the  farm  contrary 
to  the  stipulations  of  the  lease,  during  those  three  years,  and 
for  £3000  as  damages  for  failing  to  implement  the  stipula- 
tions and  conditions  of  the  lease. 

In  the  course  of  these  suits,  the  landlord  and  tenant  came 
to  an  agreement  to  void  the  lease  for  the  remaining  period 
thereof,  without  prejudice  to  these  actions. 

A  proof  was  allowed,  as  to  the  extent  of  the  arable  land; 
and  as  to  the  tenant's  haying  all  along  understood  that 
there  were  600  acres  arable. 

The  respondent  founded  much  upon  the  fact,  that,  by  a 
plan  and  survey  of  the  lands  made  by  one  McCartney,  it  ap- 
peared there  were  only  290  acres,  1  rood,  35  falls  arable; 
92  acres,  3  roods,  25  falls  meadow ;  86  acres,  23  falls  doubt- 
ful. In  all,  amounting  to  439  acres,  2  roods,  3  falls.  These 
facts  were  also  spoken  to  by  witnesses. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  appellant  contended  that  the  re- 
spondent had  failed  in  proving: — ^^  That  he  had  understood, 
or  been  made  aware  there  were  600  acres  of  arable  land; 
that  he  proceeded  to  crop  the  lands  upon  that  footing:  Or 
that,  in  fact,  there  was  not  more  than  one  half  of  that  num- 
ber of  arable  acres  on  the  whole  farm. 
Dec.18, 1789.     The  Court,  of  this  date,  pronounced  this  interlocutor: 

"  Conjoin  with  the  process  of  reduction,  the  relative  pro- 
cesses brought  at  the  instance  of  James  Grosset,  the  pur- 
suer, against  Sir  James  Riddell ;  and  also  the  process  at 
the  instance  of  Sir  James  Riddell  against  James  Grosset; 
*'  and  having  advised  the  state  of  these  conjoined  procesaesi 
**  with  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  adduced,  writs  pro- 
"  duced ;  the  Lord's  assoilzie  Sir  James  Riddell  from  the 
process  of  reduction  !  Find  James  Grosset  is  notentided 
to  any  abatement  of  the  stipulated  rent,  for  the  three 
"  years  during  which  he  possessed  the  farm  in  question; 
"  and  assoilzie  Sir  James  Riddell  from  the  claim :  Find  that 
*'  Sir  James  Riddell  is  not  entitled  to  interest  on  the  arrears 
"  of  said  rent,  nor  to  damages  or  penalties^  and  assoilzie  Mr. 
"  Grosset  accordingly.  Find  no  expenses  due  to  either 
JaD.27, 1790.  **  party." — On  reclaiming  petition  the  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  appellant  brought  an  appealf 
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in  80  far  as  they  refused  him  interest  on  the  rents  as  they        ^^^'* 
became  due,  damages,  or  the  penalties  in  lieu  thereof,  and         ^^ 
the  expenses  of  process.    And  the  respondent  entered  a  v. 

cross  appeal  against  so  much  of  the  said  interlocutors  as  <>ko^bt. 
assoilzies  Sir  James  Riddell  from  the  process  of  reduction^ 
and  finds  that  he  is  not  entitled  to  any  abatement  of  stipu- 
lated rent  for  the  three  years.  And  also,  in  so  far  as  they 
do  not  find  him  entitled  to  damages  and  expenses  of  pro- 
cess. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — 1.  The  pursuer,  Grosset,  hay- 
ing abandoned  and  given  up  his  original  pleas  of  fraud  and 
imposition,  the  Court  did  wrong  in  allowing  a  parole  proof, 
in  opposition  to  the  evidence  of  the  written  contract  of  lease, 
it  being  a  principle  recognized  in  law,  and  confirmed  by  your 
Lordships'  decisions,  that  where  a  contract  or  agreement 
has  been  fairly  entered  into,  and  legally  executed,  no  parole 
proof  shall  be  admitted  to  Contradict  the  terms  of  such  con- 
tract or  agreement.  The  proof  therefore  ought  to  be  laid  out 
of  the  cause,  i^ndthe  case  judged  of  according  to  what  appears 
on  the  face  of  the  lease.  Now,  one  clause  in  that  lease,  be- 
sides stipulating  a  rent  of  £600  per  annum*,  also  stipulated  four 
shillings  of  penalty,  for  each  pound  of  principal  in  which  he 
failed  in  payment  of  said  rent,  as  also  the  legal  interest  of  the 
said  rent  from  and  after  the  said  terms  of  failure.  This  being 
a  fixed  and  certain  covenant,  the  interest  and  penalty  is  as 
much  due  to  the  appellant  as  the  rent  itself.  And  so,  in  like 
manner,  is  the  stipulation  of  £3  per  acre,  for  every  acre  that 
was  cropped  contrary  to  the  rotation  laid  down  in  the  lease, 
in  consequence  of  the  respondent  not  pursuing  the  mode  of 
husbandry  laid  down  therein.  Besides,  the  appellant  con- 
ceives, he  is  well  entitled  not  only  to  the  penalty  of  £1000, 
stipulated  by  the  lease  for  breach  of  covenants,  but  also  to 
expenses  of  process.  The  respondent  set  out  with  an  al- 
legation of  frand,  which  he  afterwards  abondoned.  He  has 
failed  to  prove  the  smallest  article  which  he  alleged  as  to 
the  extent  of  the  arable  land  or  otherwise,  and  therefore 
costs  ought  to  fall  on  him.  2.  As  to  the  cross  appeal,  the 
Court  were  unanimous  that  there  were  no  grounds  for  void- 
ing the  lease.  Whether  he  might  have  been  mistaken  in 
the  quantity  of  the  arable  land  is  not  the  question.  The 
agreement  for  the  lease  was  fairly  and  deliberately  made. 
Mr.  Cresset,  his  son,  and  Mr.  Theod,  were  four  days  on  the 
farm,  examining  it  with  the  utmost  care  and  attention ;  he 
himself  made  the  offer  of  the  rent,  and  drew  up  the  agree- 
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1791.      ment,  and  there  was  an  interval  of  12  months  between  the 

— .   dommencement  of  the  treaty  and  his  executing  the  leaae, 

BiDDSLL      during  all  which  time  he  had  it  in  his  power  to  make  any  fur- 
GB086BT.     ther  inquiries  he  might  think  necessary. 

Pleaded  for  the  Bespondent — If  the  matters  had  remained 
on  the  footing  they  were  when  the  respondent  commenced 
his  action  of  reduction,  the  lease  must  have  been  set  aside, 
on  account  of  the  error  in  the  substance  of  the  contract,  or 
because  what  the  appellant  professed  to  let,  and  the  respon- 
dent to  take,  did  not  exist.  That  this  is  founded  in  the  piin* 
oiples  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  was  laid  down  by  all  the  judges, 
and  that  the  doctrine  applied  to  the  facts  in  this  case,  was 
allowed  by  them  aD,  one  only  excepted.  The  subject  mat- 
ter of  the  contract  was  a  farm,  in  which  there  were  inchd- 
ed  600  acres  of  arable  ground,  capable,  in  the  usual  coarse 
of  husbandry,  of  being  cropped  and  managed  in  the  way 
pointed  out  by  the  lease.  The  covenants  with  respect  to  the 
succession  or  rotation  of  cropping,  with  the  limitation,  thcU  not 
above  300  acres  were  to  be  in  tillage  in  any  one  year,  neces- 
sarily imply,  that  there  were  600  arable  acres.  Four  years  of 
culture  were  to  be  succeeded  by  four  years  of  hay  or  pas- 
ture, and  therefore  it  is  demonstrably  plain,  that  the 
grounds  so  converted,  must  have  been  meant  to  be  supplied 
by  an  equal,  or  nearly  equal  quantity  to  be  put  under  crop, 
otherwise  the  stock  and  occupation  of  the  farmer  ^must  have 
been  changed  every  four  years.  Now,  is  it  any  refutation  of 
this  to  observe,  that  there  was  no  obligation  on  the  tenant 
to  have  constantly  300  acres  under  crop,  and  that  the  rota- 
tion might  have  been  followed  though  the  arable  lands  were 
much  under  600  acres,  or  with  any  given  number?  When 
it  is  considered  that  the  mode  of  cultivation  was  in  favour  of 
the  lessor,  in  order  to  keep  the  whole  in  a  regular  coone 
of  husbandry,  and  to  insure  its  being  left  in  that  state  at 
the  termination  of  the  lease,  it  will  be  perfectly  obnons 
that  mentioning  800  acres  as  the  amount  of  what  was  to  be 
at  any  one  time  in  tillage,  observing  the  rotation,  was  pre- 
cisely tantamount  to  sajring  that  300  acres  was  the  moiety  of 
the  ploughable  land.  No  farmer  who  read  this  lease,  and 
(without  knowing  of  the  dispute  which  has  arisen)  was 
asked  how  many  arable  acres  the  tenant,  who  was  bound 
to  the  conditions  it  contained,  must  have  had,  could  hesitate 
in  answering.  It  being  therefore  undeniable  that  the  subject 
bargained  for  did  not  exist,  the  lease  ought  to  be  set  aside 
and  voided,  as  founded  on  error  in  essentiaUbus.    Assuming 
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the  lease  to  be  void,  it  was  somewhat  inconsistent  in  the       1791. 
Court  below  to  make  that  lease  the  rule  of  fixing  the  rent    — — » 
during  the  respondent's  three  years  of  possession.    The    *"^^*" 
ground  the  Court  went  upon  was,  that  the  deficiency  of  the    aaoss'sT. 
arable  acres  could  not  be  felt  by  the  tenanty  till  an  after 
period,  which,  with  great  submission,  is  plainly  wrong ;  for 
the  total  rent  covenanted  to  be  paid  was,  in  respect  of  the 
whole  farm,  according  to  the  ideaerroneously  entertained,  and 
therefore  the  deficiency  operated  to  the  tenant's  prejudice 
from  year  to  year.    Besides,  it  has  been  proved  by  the  wit* 
nesses  adduced  by  both  parties,  that  upon  a  lease  for  31 
years,  the  farm  was  worth  no  more  than  £357  per  annum. 
After  hearing  counsel, 

The  Lord  Chancellor  stated  his  reasons  for  differing  with 
the  Court  below,  and  reversing  in  part. — (No  note  of  the 
reasons  has  been  preserved.) 

It  was  therefore  ordered  that  the  interlocutors  complained 
of,  so  far  as  they  assoilzie  Sir  James  Riddell  from  the 
process  of  reduction,  and  so  far  as  they  find  that  James 
Grosset  is  not  entitled  to  any  abatement  of  the  stipulat- 
ed rent  for  the  three  years  during  which  he  possessed 
the  farm  in  question,  and  assoilzie  Sir  JamesRiddellfrom 
the  claim,  be  reversed ;  and  that  the  tack  mentioned  in 
the  summons  is  hereby  reduced,  rescinded,  cassed  and 
annulled  from  the  beginning,  and  that  the  same  is  now, 
and  shall  be  in  all  time  coming,  void  and  null,  and  of 
no  avail.  But,  in  respect  that  the  said  James  Grosset 
occupied  the  lands  mentioned  in  the  said  tack  for  the 
space  of  three  years,  find  and  decree  that  he  ought  to 
pay  for  the  same  at  the  rate  of  £450  by  the  year,  and 
that  the  said  James  Riddell  is  not  entitled  to  any 
further  or  other  damages  in  respect  of  the  said  tack,  or 
the  occupation  of  the  lands  therein  mentioned.  And 
it  is  ordered  and  adjudged  that,  with  this  variation,  the 
said  interlocutors  be  affirmed.  Ordered  that  the  cause 
be  remitted  back  to  the  Court  of  Session  to  proceed 
accordingly. 

For  Appellant,  Sir  J.  ScotL  Robert  Dallas. 
For  Respondent,  T.  Erskine^  W,  Grant, 

VOL.  III.  P 
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1791.       Mrs.  Jean  Graham,  otherwise  Hat,  Gap-  \ 
tain  Samuel  Graham,  and  Captain  Jambs  f 


CBAHAM,  &c.      Q^^^^^  ^hree  of  the  five  Grandchildren  j  ^PP<^"'^  ' 
BosBBLL.        of  the  deceased  Samuel  Stevenson,        J 

John  Russell,  Trustee  for  SamuelSteven-  )    g  ,    . 

SON,  .  .  .  .  ) 

Hoase  of  Lords,  1st  April  1791. 

Succession  —  SuBsrirunoN  or  Conditional  Institution.  —  A 
party,  bj  his  trust  deed,  left  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  his  fire 
grandchildren,  equally  among  them,  declaring  that  the  share  of 
anj  one  deceasing  should  accresce  to  the  survivors.  Also  that 
these  shares  should  become  payable  to  them,  on  their  attaining  the 
age  of  25  years,  when  the  trustees  should  be  bound  to  pay  the  same, 
with  interest.  Cecilia,  one  of  those  grandchildren,  survived  her 
grand&ther,  and  also  the  age  of  25,  but,  in  consequence  of  mental 
weakness,  her  share  had  been  allowed  to  remain  in  the  trustee's 
hands  unpaid.  She  died,  leaving  a  brother,  Samuel  Stevenson. 
Held  that  the  substitution  in  &vour  of  the  surviving  grandchild- 
ren did  not  take  effect,  and  her  brother  preferred  to  her  share. 

Samuel  Stevenson  executed  a  deed,  conveying  to  tmstees 
his  whole  estate  and  effects  then  belonging,  or  which  might 
belong  to  him  at  his  death,  for  tho  purpose,  (after  paying 
his  faneral  expenses  and  debts.)  1.  To  pay  £50  a^jear  to  his 
wife,  and  £20  a-year  to  his  son,  during  their  lives;  2.  To 
pay  his  grandson  Samuel  Stevenson,  and  granddaughter 
Cecilia  Stevenson,  children  of  his  said  son,  £30  per  annnm, 
for  maintenance  and  education,  till  they  attained  the  age  of 
25  years :  and  to  his  grandson  Samuel  Stevenson  Gndiam, 
and  James  Graham,  and  his  granddaughter  Jean  Grahsi&i 
the  sums  of  £20  per  annum,  for  the  like  purpose ;  3.  That 
when  the  eldest  of  his  grandchildren  attained  the  age  of  25, 
the  trustees  should  set  apart  such  sums,  as  that  the  interest 
thereof  might  adequately  meet  these  annuities ;  4.  That  of 
the  residue,  after  setting  apart  money  to  answer  the  annui- 
ties, there  should  belong  £200  to  his  grandson  Samuel 
Stevenson,  and  the  like  sum  to  his  granddaughter  Cecilia; 
5.  That  after  all  these  purposes  were  satisfied,  the  residne 
should  be  divided  between  all  his  five  grandchildren  equal- 
ly ;  and,  6.  That  the  capitals  sot  apart  to  answer  the  said  an- 
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noities  should  also  belong  to  the  fire  grandchfldren,  and  bo      ^^^^* 
divided  amonff  them,  after  these  annuities  were  determin-  „ 

ea.  „, 

There  was  then  the  following  clause : — ''  That  failing  any  rossell. 
"  one  of  my  five  said  children  by  death,  the  share  or  shares 
"  of  the  deceased,  so  far  <m  remains  unpaid^  shall  accresce 
"  and  appertain  to  the  survivors  of  my  said  children  equally, 
*'  or  to  the  survivor,  and  shall  become  due  and  payable  at 
**  the  first  term  of  Whitsunday  or  Martinmas  after  their  re- 
*'  spective  ages  of  25  years ;  and  the  trustees  shall  be  bound 
"  and  obliged  to  pay  the  same  accordingly,  with  interest 
"  from  the  respective  terms  of  payment,  aye  and  until  pay- 
"  ment." 

The  granddaughter  Cecilia  survived  her  grandfather,  and 
attained  to  the  age  of  25  years,  when  she  was  entitled  to  pay- 
ment of  her  share  of  the  residue ;  but,  in  consequence  of  men- 
tal imbecility,  her  guardians  never  received  her  share,  but  al- 
lowed it  to  remain  in  the  trustee's  hands,  only  receiving  from 
time  to  time  sums  necessary  for  maintenance.  Some  years 
thereafter  she  died.  And  the  question  raised  in  this  suit 
was  : — Whether  her  share  belonged  to  her  brother  Samuel 
Steyenson,  as  her  personal  representative?  or  whether  it 
accresced  to  the  surviving  grandchildren,  so  as  to  entitle  her 
cousins,  as  well  as  her  brother,  to  a  share  ?  For  the  appel- 
lants, three  of  the  surviving  grandchildren,  it  was  con- 
tended that,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  it  was  competent 
and  common,  in  money  obligations,  to  substitutp  one  per- 
son to  another:  for  example,  to  A.B,  whom  failing  by 
decease  to  CD,  and  the  effect  of  such  substitution  is,  that 
though  A.B,  the  institute,  may  defeat  the  substitution,  by 
levying  the  money,  yet  if  he  does  not  do  so  while  the  same 
remains  due  upon  the  original  obligation,  the  substitute 
will  take,  to  the  exclusion  of  his  representatives.  The 
same  rule  followed  in  legacies,  in  regard  to  which  a  substi- 
tution is  quite  competent.  It  was  answered  for  Cecilia's 
brother,  Samuel  Stevenson,  that  the  intention  to  be  gather- 
ed from  the  will  was,  that  the  substitution  .was  only  to  take 
effect  in  the  event  of  any  of  them  dying  before  his  or  her 
share  became  payable  at  the  age  of  25. 

The  Court,  of  this  date,  altering  an  interlocutor  of  the  Feb.  9, 1790. 
Lord  Ordinary,  15  July  1789,  found  "  that  the  share  of  the 
"  trust  funds  destined  to  the  deceased  Cecilia  Stevenson  de- 
"  volves  upon  her  brother  Samuel,  as  her  executor ;  and 
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j^    "  therefore  prefer  the  petitioner  thereto,  as  trustee  for  him, 

cBAHAM,  &c.  "  and  his  creditors."* 

V*  Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was  brought 

BuasELL.  Pleaded  for  the  AppeUant.—Bj  the  words,  as  well  as  by 
the  meaning  of  the  will,  it  was  declared  that  the  share 
of  any  of  his  grandchildren  deceasing  should  accresce  to 
the  suryiyors.  This  is  plainly  and  distinctly  expressed,  and 
can  admit  of  no  other  construction  than  this — ^that  if  any  of 
them  died  at  any  time,  whether  before  or  after  the  terms  of 
payment,  this  substitution  was  to  take  effect.  But,  accord- 
ing to  the  respondent's  construction  of  the  clause,  the  sub- 
stitution or  accrescing  clause  was  only  to  take  effect,  if  any 
of  the  grandchildren  died  before  attaining  the  age  of  25 
years  respectively,  a  construction  which  is  totally  at  ya- 
riance  with  the  express  words  used ;  and  the  expressioDS 
"  in  so  far  as  not  yet  paid." — Which  undoubtedly  apply 
to  a  period  anterior  to  the  25  years  of  age. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent. — The  whole  tenor  of  this 
deed  shows,  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  truster  to 
make  the  share  of  a  deceasing  grandchild,  who  suryiyed  the 
age  of  25,  go  to  the  surviving  grandchildren.  But,  on  the 
contrary,  the  moment  they  attained  the  age  of  25  years,  it 
was  to  be  presumed  as  if  already  paid  and  vested  in  her 
person,  so  as  to  operate  an  extinction  of  the  substitatios. 
Cecilia  lived  more  than  six  years  after  attaining  this  age, 
and  having  died  intestate  and  lunatic,  her  share  must  now 
belong  to  her  brother  the  respondent.  At  all  events,  the 
right  claimed  cannot  extend  to  the  £200  given  her  as 
precipuum,  nor  to  the  interest  of  her  share  fallen  due  sboe 
her  age  of  25. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 


*  Note. — From  Lord  Prbsidrnt  Campbell's  Session  Papers  :— 

.  President. — **  The  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary  vrrong.  It 
is  absurd  to  make  it  depend  upon  the  accident  of  the  money  hosg 
called  up  or  not,  whether  one  rule  of  succession  or  another  shall  take 
place.  It  is  plainly  a  conditional  insiiiution;  if  any  of  the  icgatecf 
shall  die  before  the  period  when  the  money  should  be  paid,  are  the 
words  used.  Paid  and  payable  are  synonymous  in  the  language  of 
this  deed.  Cases  of  Tennant,  &c.,  which  went  upon  technical  words, 
very  different.  The  case  of  Couts  was  a  bad  decision.  Tortooni 
conduct  of  the  guardians  in  this  case,  in  not  uplifting  Cecilia's  share 
when  it  became  payable  to  her,  ought  not  to  avail  the  other  giani- 
children." 
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Ordered  and  adjadged  that  the  interlocutor  be  affirmed,  1791. 

with  the  following  addition,  viz,  without  prejudice  to  ' 

any  question  that  may  arise  upon  the  death  of  Janet  "^'*'"" 

Irvine,  the  testator's  widow.  chalmbrs. 

For  Appellants,  Sir  J.  Scott,  W.  Tait. 
For  Respondent,  Alex,  Wight,  W.  Grant. 


[Mor.  p,  6083.1 


Jauks  Baillie  of  Olivebank,  Esq.,  Appellant ; 

Mrs.  Euzabbth  Chalmers,  .  Respondent, 

House  of  Lords,  6th  April  1791. 

Husband  and  Wife — Delicttb — Expenses. — An  action  of  damages 
for  scandal  was  brought  against  a  married  woman,  calling  her  hus- 
band for  his  interest ;  and  judgment  with  expenses  pronounced  a- 
gainst  her.  The  Court  of  Session  held  the  husband  liable  for  the 
expenses  of  process  (£688).  ReTersed  in  House  of  Lords,  and  held 
him  liable  in  expenses,  only  in  so  fiur  as  he  was  responsible  for  the 
conduct  of  his  defence,  as  this  might  be  found  to  be  malicious,  vex- 
'    atious,  or  calumnious ;  and  remit  made  to  inquire  into  this. 

An  action  of  damages  for  slander  was  raised  by  the  re- 
spondent, with  concurrence  of  her  husband,  against  Mrs. 
Helen  Douglas  or  Baillie,  the  appellant's  wife^  and  also 
against  the  appellant,  for  his  interest.  Defences  were  lodg- 
ed to  this  action  for  Mrs.  Baillie,  and  the  appellant, /or  him- 
self, and  as  curator  for  his  wife,  setting  forth  "  That  how- 
ever painful  it  must  be  to  a  person  of  an  ingenuous  mind  to 
be  accused  in  a  court  of  justice  of  maliciously  defaming  and 
slandering  a  neighbour  from  motives  of  malice  or  ill  will ; 
yet  the  defenders  feel  less  concern  at  being  involved  in  such 
an  accusation,  than  at  being  obliged,  in  their  own  defence, 
to  set  forth  facts,  which  if  the  pursuers  have  any  sense  of 
honour  and  delicacy,  must  tend  to  hurt  them  more  than  all 
the  expressions  the  defenders  are  charged  with."  Then  fol- 
lowed a  detail  of  certain  slanders.  The  defences  offered  were 
found  to  be  irrelevant  by  the  Court  of  Session,  after  much 
litigation  ;  and  this  judgment  being  taken  by  appeal  to  the 
House  of  Lords,  was  affirmed,  and  remit  made  to  proceed 
quoad  ultra. 
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1791.  xhe  question  now  is,  Whether  the  appellant  Mr.  Baillio 

-  ia  personally  liable  for  the  expenses  of  the  sait,  taxed  at 

""^r^"     £688? 

cuALMBBs.  xhe  case  going  back  to  the  Commissaries,  they  pronounc- 
Sep.  J  6, 1786.^^  this  judgment,  finding  "  That  the  defender  Mrs.  BaiUie, 
"  was  guilty  of  the  scandal  libelled  :  That  the  defender  had 
''  not  proved  the  facts  set  forth  in  her  condescendence,  in 
*'  so  far  as  she  was  allowed  by  the  Court  of  Session  to  prove 
**  the  same ;  and  that  the  other  articles  of  the  said  coode- 
<*  scendence  were  not  relevant^  and  could  not  be  allowed  to 
*^  go  to  proof,  and  therefore  finding  her  liable  to  a  fine  to 
*'  the  procurator  fiscal,  and  in  damages,  expenses,  and  a 
"  palinode  to  the  pursuer."  The  expense,  by  a  subsequent 
interlocutor,  was  fixed  as  above.  The  damages  at  £500 ; 
and  found  the  defender,  Mrs.  Baillie,  liable  in  £300  more 
to  the  procurator  fiscal  of  court  as  fine.  But  they  assoilzitd 
the  appellant,  in  respect  the  libel  was  not  proved  against 
him;  and  found  him  entitled  to  his  expenses^  which  they 
modified  to  £5. 

These  points,  so  determined  by  the  Commissaries,  beiog 
brought  under  review  of  the  Court  of  Session  by  advoca- 
tion, on  report  to  the  whole  Court  on  the  question,  Whe- 
ther there  were  grounds  in  law  for  subjecting  Mrs.  Baillie's 
husband  in  payment  of  the  taxed  amouot  of  expenses? 

The  respondent  maintained  that  the  appellant,  Mr.  BaiUie, 
stood  forth  not  only  as  curator  for  his  wife,  but  also  as  an  in- 
dividual, and  strenuously  pleading  the  competency  of  bringing 
evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  charge  made  by  his  wife.  That 
in  either  capacity,  whether  as  curator  or  as  individual,  the 
conclusion  could  not  be  different ;  he  becomes  a  party  to 
the  suit,  and  is  responsible  for  the  defence  which  is  main* 
tained,  and  which,  if  either  groundless  or  injurious,  it  ii 
enough  to  warrant  the  Court  to  subject  him  in  the  payment 
of  the  costs.  It  was  answered  for  the  appellant,  that  bii 
conduct  was  not  blameable  in  regard  to  the  defence.  He 
had  been  acquitted,  and  costs  given  to  him,  though  the  re- 
spondent had  charged  him  as  equally  guilty  with  his  wife ; 
at  least  that  he  *^  had  approved  and  acquiesced  in  what  she  to 
*'  said  of  the  complainers  and  their  family."  This  was  not 
the  case,  and  he  was  the  mere  passive  engine  of  the  law, 
lending  his  name  to  enable  his  wife  to  stand  in  her  own  defenee. 
Feb.  13,1790.  The  Lord  Ordinary,  of  this  date,  pronounced  this  judg- 
ment :  "  Having  advised  with  the  whole  Lords  on  ilie 
*^  whole  cause,  refuses  both  bills,  and  remits  the  cause  to 
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"  the  Commissaries,  with  the  foUowing  instructions:  1.  That       1791. 

"they  adhere  to  their  interlocutor,  finding  Mrs.  Helen 

"  Douglas  liable  in  damages  to  Mrs.  Elizabeth  Chalmers, 

"  and  a  fine  to  the  procurator  fiscal,  but  they  restrict  the  chalmkbs. 

"  damages  to  £100,  and  fine  to  £10  Sterling.     2.  That  they 

"  alter  their  interlocutor  with  respect  to  the  palinode,  and 

"dispense  with  the  same.     3.  That  they  find  that  legal 

"  execution  cannot  pass  against  the  person  of  Mrs.  Helen 

**  Douglas  during  the  subsistence  of  her  marriage,  for  any 

"  sum  awarded  in  name  either  of  damages,  fine,  or  expenses, 

''  and  that  the  effects  and  person  of  James  Baillie,  her  hus- 

'*  band,  cannot  be  affected  for  the  sums  awarded  in  name  of 

"  damages  and  fine.    4.  That  they  adhere  to  their  interlo- 

"  outer  finding  Mrs.  Helen  Douglas  liable  in  expenses  qf 

"  process,  and  in  the  expense  of  extract ;  and  modify  the 

"  same  to  £688 ;   and  that  they  also  find  the  said  James 

"  Baillie  personally  liable  to  Mrs,  Elizabeth  Chalmers  for 

"  the  said  £688  of  expenses.'"" 

*  Opinions  of  the  Judges : — 

Load  Eskgrote. — "  The  expenses  are  a  part  of  the  damage ;  and 
I  cannot  distinguish  between  them.    It  is  a  tutor^s  duty  to  defend." 

Lord  Hbndbrland. — "  The  husband  holds  the  goods  in  commu- 
nion without  account  Principle  of  delict  does  not  apply  here.  Sup* 
pose  the  husband  had  said, '  I  will  not  defend  this  cause,  because  it 
is  bad'.  The  Court  would  not  have  controlled  him.  He  is  the  ad- 
ministrator of  her  funds,  and  entitled  to  give  up  her  case.  The  ex- 
penses arise  here  firom  his  own  fact  and  deed.  He  is  the  dominus 
liUs,  and  temere  liiigans*' 

Lord  Dunsinnan. — ''  Of  same  opinion." 

Lord  Momboddo.— >«  The  hnsband  is  not  liable— All  the  ex- 
penses incurred  by  departing  from  the  maxim  of  law,  that  Veritas 
convicU  turn  excusatP 

Lord  Hailes. — ^**  Veritas  convicii  certainly  does  not  exculpate. 
Mr.  Baillieoanied  in  his  wife*s  name  in  the  Commissary  Court." 

Lord  Swikton. — "  The  husband  truly  acted  here  as  the  pursuer 
of  a  counter  action." 

Lord  RocKYiLLEr^'^  I  think  the  hnsband  is  liable  for  the  ex- 
pense of  the  suit.     He  has  an  interest." 

Lord  Gardenstone.— «  The  husband  is  not  liable  for  his  wife's 
delicts.  Where  persons  called,  not  as  parties,  but  only  nominally 
as  goardians,  Ac,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  person  brought  in  for 
forms  sake,  is  liable  in  expenses.  Besides,  he  offered  to  make  any 
palmode." 

Lord  Dreghorn.— '^  The  husband  may  disclaim  the  action,  and 
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1791.  Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was  brouglit, 

against  that  part  of  it  which  finds  James  Baillie  personally 

liable  for  the  £688  of  expenses. 
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then  a  corator  ad  litem  will  be  appointed,  as  in  case  of  Bardaj  and 
Gordon.  A  distinction  ought  to  be  drawn  between  what  was  pre* 
ceding  to  the  condescendence,  and  what  after.  No  apology  can  be 
made  for  the  condescendence.  Eyen  as  to  that  part  of  the  expeniWi 
Mr.  Baillie  had  information  as  to  the  matter  that  led  him  to  proceed.** 

President. — *'  The  question  is,  whether  the  husband  be  liable  for 
expenses  awarded  against  his  wife,  in  an  action  of  damages  ex  ddicto  f 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  husband  was  liable  for  the  <^^^n^^gfl^r  This, 
the  law  of  England  as  well  as  the  dvil  law,  and  founded  on  principle, 
because,  wheneyer  a  wife's  person  is  bound  for  a  debt^  the  execatioa 
siante  tnairimonio  must  be,  not  against  her  person,  but  against  tfast 
of  the  husband,  e.  g.  case  of  an  heritable  bond  with  a  personal  ob- 
ligation. If  granted  after  marriage,  personal  obligation  null.  If 
before  good,  and  will  receiye  execution  against  husband. 

"  As  to  expenses  of  suit,  the  husband  is  something  more  than  tbe 
curator  of  the  wife.  He  acquires  by  marriage  a  power  oyer  the  person 
and  estate  of  the  wife.  Her  person  is  sunk,  and  she  cannot  act  except 
through  him.  She  has  nothing  that  can  be  called  her  own,  except 
the  fee  of  her  heritable  estate,  subject  to  his  management,  the  resti 
or  interest  being  his  property.  She  does  not  act  as  a  minor  does, 
with  consent  of  the  curator,  except  in  matters  relating  to  the  fee  of 
her  estate.  In  eyeiy  other  respect,  and  consequentiy  in  all  per« 
sonal  matters,  and  in  all  things  relatiye  to  goods  in  communion,  or 
in  rents  of  estate,  the  husband  alone  is  the  actor. 

*'  In  the  case  of  a  minor,  the  curator  acts  not  for  himself  but  for  the 
ward ;  but  husband  acts  for  himself  as  well  as  for  wife,  in  all  mat- 
ters relatiye  to  common  estate.  He  is  prceposiius  negoiUsj  and  in 
some  respects  otvner.  He  has  more  ample  powers  than  the  acting 
partner  in  society* 

"  It  is  not  enough  to  call  him  in  a  suit  edictally.  He  must  be 
called  specially,  and  when  called  for  his  interest,  or  when  he  in- 
sists in  any  suit  for  self  and  wife,  he  has  the  sole  management  and 
direction  of  it.  He  may  proceed  or  abandon  it,  or  state  his  de- 
fences in  any  manner  he  pleases,  and  it  is  not  his  duty  to  insist  either 
in  a  bad  action,  or  in  a  bad  defence. 

'*  When  costs  are  giyen  in  any  such  suit,  though  relating  to  the 
wife's  property,  a  debt  is  thereby  constituted,  which  must  be  made 
effectual,  and,  whateyer  the  nature  of  the  action  may  be,  it  cannot 
be  said  that  the  demand  of  costs  arises  ex  delicto^  unless  in  so  6r 
as  it  is  a  wrong  in  the  husband  to  maintain  an  improper  suit  or 
defence,  which  suit  is  imputable  to  him  more  than  to  the  wifei 
The  husband  lays  out  the  expense  on  one  side,  without  reeoaise 
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Pleaded  for  the  JppellanL—Bj  the  law  of  Scotland,  the  1791. 
husband  ia  not  liable  for  the  consequences  of  his  wife's 
delicts,  or  anj  obligation  following  as  a  consequence  there- 
from. These  can  only  affect  her  separate  estate,  unless,  as  cBALVftRs 
Mr.  Erskine  sajs^  p.  95,  he  be  conyicted  of  accession  to  the 
crime  or  delict  which  produced  the  obligation.  According- 
ly the  Court  found,  in  this  very  interlocutor,  that  the  ap- 
pellant's person  and  effects  cannot  be  affected  for  the  sums 
awarded  in  name  of  damctges  and  fine;  but  the  costs  in 
which  she  is  condemned,  being  in  fact  in  the  nature  of  dam* 
ageSf  the  same  principle  ought  to  govern,  as  there  is  no 
solid  distinction  between  them.  The  reason  of  this  is  ob- 
Tious.  The  appellant  acted  in  this  suit  merely  curatario 
nomine^  and  therefore  ought  not  to  be  subject  in  costs,  un- 
less he  was  blameable  in  the  defence  set  up— 'guilty  of  im> 
propriety  in  its  .conduct,  or  exceeded  the  strict  line  of  his 
duty,  neither  of  which  has  he  been  found  to  have  done. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent. — The  question  is,  Whether, 
when  costs  are  awarded  against  the  wife,  in  an  action  against 
her  and  her  husband  for  his  interest,  the  decree  in  which 
declares  him  personally  liable  therein,  execution  cannot  go 
out  against  the  person  and  effects  of  the  husband  ?  Against 
the  person  of  the  wife  it  cannot  go  etante  matrimoniOf  and 
her  effects,  while  under  coTerture,  are  her  husband's,  so 
that,  unless  execution  is  allowed  against  the  husband  for 
these  expenses,  the  decree  on  that  point  is  abortiva  That 
the  husband  is  liable,  is  manifest  from  many  considerations. 
He  made  himself  a  party  by  his  defence,  and  as  a  party  he 
ought  to  be  liable.  It  was  not  compulsory  on  him  to  appear 
in  the  action  along  with  his  wife ;  he  might  have  declined 
his  name  and  concurrence,  and  in  that  case  a  curator  ad 
litem  would  have  been  appointed.  His  appearance  was 
therefore  voluntary,  and  every  step  of  the  procedure  must 
have  had  his  concurrence,  just  because  it  is  reasonable  to 
presume  that  a  married  woman  is  guided  by  her  husband's 
advice,  fiat  the  pleadings  in  Court  in  regard  to  him  assum- 
ed a  double  character ;  they  were  for  himself,  and  for  his 


f^ainst  the  wife's  e8tate.-»He  has  an  interest  to  defend  the  goods 
in  communion  from  being  liable  even  eventually.  Besides,  there  is 
a  charge  of  recrimination.  I  do  not  inquire  whether  he  conducted 
himself  improperly  or  not ;  but  go  upon  this,  that  expenses  have 
been  found  due." 
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1791.       INTEREST,  that  18  08  cutator ;  he  therefore  took  the  conse- 

'  quences  on  himself  personally,  distinct  from  his  office,    in 

BAiLLiK     ^Y^^  conduct  of  the  defences  for  himself,  he  pleaded  that 

cHALHEBs.  common  report  was  a  justification  of  slander.    He  pleaded 

next  compensatio  injwHas,  and  attempted  to  prove  it ;  and 

lastly,  stated  the  plea  of  Veritas  ccnvicii. 

After  hearing  counsel, 

Lord  Chancellor  Thurlow  said  : — 
"  My  Lords, 

^'  Though  I  approve  of  the  expediency  of  this  decision,  yet  it  wai 
contrary  to  the  law  of  Scotland.  But,  taking  this  case  on  its  own 
bottom,  here  was  an  action  brought  for  a  most  malignant  charge. 
The  defences  made,  which  must  be  attributed  to  the  appellant  ai 
daminus  litisy  aggravated  that  chaige.  At  every  step  this  malignan- 
cy seems  to  increase.  He  says  he  offered  apologies — they  were  in- 
sults,— they  were  properly  rejected.  He  says,  in  many  steps  of  the 
cause  he  was  successful.  True, — but  successful  in  getting  leave  to 
prove^  what  he  must  be  held  to  hare  known  he  could  not  proTe. 
He  was  right  in  his  law ;  but  the  very  plea,  the  offer  to  prove,  wai 
a  fresh  and  cruel  injury. 

"  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  he  must  pay  costs,  in  so  &r  as  he 
has  blameably  and  maliciously  conducted  this  defence;  but  I  cannot 
say  the  costs  generally,  for  part  of  the  proceedings  in  defence  maj 
have  been  innocent.  He  ought  to  pay  the  costs  occasioned  by  his 
own  calumny,  and  that  must  be  a  great  part ;  for  every  calumny  and 
impropriety  in  the  conduct  of  the  cause  is,  and  must  be  impataUe 
to  him. — But,  in  other  respects,  I  move  to  reverse  as  follows." 

It  was  ^^  ordered  that  the  part  of  the  interlocutor  com* 
"  plained  of  be  reversed^  in  so  far  as  it  finds  generally 
*'  that  James  Baillie  is  personally  liable  to  Mrs.  Eliza- 
"  beth  Chalmers  for  £688  of  expenses  of  process  and 
*'  extract,  which  Helen  Douglas  was  decerned  to  pay 
'^  to  the  pursuers.  But  it  is  declared  that  the  said 
''  James  Baillie  is  responsible  for  the  conduct  of  the 
*'  cause,  in  so  far  as  the  same  was  malicious,  vexatious, 
*'  and  calumnious.  And  it  is  ordered  that  the  cause  be 
''  remitted  back  to  the  Court  of  Session  to  inquire  how 
*^  much  of  the  said  sum  of  £688  of  expenses  of  process 
*'  and  extract  has  been  occasioned  by  the  conduct  of  the 
"  defender  in  the  said  cause." 

For  Appellant,  Alex.  Wight,  W.  Tait 
For  Respondent,  Sir  J.  Scott,  W.  Adam. 
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LAINO 


Patrick  Laino,  Tanner  in  Brechin,  Appellant ; 

James  Watson,  Merchant  in  Brechin,  and  )  B,^y,^,,,dents.         ''t 
Thomas  Mollison,  •  .  }  watsoh,  &o. 

House  of  Lords,  April  1791. 

Waonoous  Imprisonmjent — FcoiB  Warrant. — Circomstances  in 
which  creditor  and  magistrate,  held  liable  in  damages  for  irrega- 
larities  in  the  proceedings  adopted  against  a  debtor,  under  Vifugas 
warranty  whereby  he  was  imprisoned. 

This  was  an  action  raised  by  the  appellant  against  the 
respondents,  for  damages  on  account  of  wrongous  imprison- 
ment under  a  fugse  warrant. 

The  respondent,  Watson  the  creditor,  applied  to  Mollison, 
FroTOst  of  Brechin,  for  the  warrant,  upon  the  declaration  that 
Laing,  his  debtor,  was  about  leaving  the  country.  Warrant 
was  granted,  and  he  imprisoned  under  it.  The  grounds  on 
which  damages  were  sought,  were  :  1.  That  when  the  peti- 
tion for  warrant  was  presented  to  Provost  Mollison,  the  name 
and  designation  of  James  Watson  were  not  inserted  therein  ; 
and  that  the  warrant  was  granted  and  put  in  execution  in 
this  imperfect  state.  2.  No  regular  ground  of  debt,  nor 
evidence  of  debt  was  produced  to  Provost  Mollison ;  and  the 
respondent  Watson  did  not  make  oath  to  the  truth  or  exists 
ence  of  any  debt.  3.  The  petition  did  not  set  forth  that  the 
appeUant  intended  to  leave  the  kingdom,  on  purpose  to  de- 
flnnud  his  creditors,  while  the  fact  was  well  known  to  Watson 
that  he  was  only  going  to  Edinburgh  to  reside ;  and,  4.  The 
warrant  did  not  order  the  party  to  be  brought  before  him 
for  examination^  but  ordained  him  forthwith  to  be  imprison-' 
ed. 

After  some  discussion  in  the  Court  of  Session  their  Lord- 
ships, of  thisdate,  pronounced  an  interlocutor^  finding  Watson  Dec.  19.1789. 
and  Mollison  liable  in  damages  and  expenses: — ''  But,  before 
"  answer  as  to  the  quantum  thereof,  ordain  a  condescendence 
**  of  the  damages,  and  account  of  expenses  to  be  given  into 
«  Court."* 

*  NoTB.-*Opinion8  of  the  Judges;  taken  from  President  Camp- 
bell's Session  Papers,  Vol,  Ivi. 

Lord  MoNBobno. — ^'  No  document  of  debt  even  produced.  No 
oath  to  verity,  and  no  oath  in  proper  terms  of  meditaiioneJugcB  war- 
rants.   I  am  clear  that  damages  are  due." 

Lord  Hailbs. — ^^  Doubt  of  the  propriety  of  Justice  of  the  Peace 
acting  in  such  matters^  bat  proceedings  othervnse  totally  irregular. 


220         CASES  ON  APPEAL  PROM  SCOTLAND. 

1791.  The  appellant  gave  in  his  condescendence,  containing  an 

account  of  his  damages  and  account  of  expenses,  amoanting 


''t'''^      in  aU  to  £151. 14s.  4d. 


V, 


WATSON,  &c.      The  Court)  of  this  date,  thereupon  modified  the  damages 

Mar.  2, 1790. 

%  II  ■         I  - 

My  only  difficulty  is,  Why  did  he  continue  so  long  in  prison,— Us 
man  of  business,  I  &ncy,  saw  that  he  could  make  more  by  staying 
in,  than  by  making  pumps." 

Lord  Gardbnstone. — "  This  is  a  case  of  importance  as  it  relatei 
to  the  duty  of  inferior  judges,  and  the  risks  which  they  run ;  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  Hberty  of  the  subject.  I  should  not  think  it  enoo^ 
that  the  document  of  debt  was  produced.  Neither  perhaps  is  it  ab- 
solutely necessary  th^t  there  should  be  an  oath  to  the  rerity  of  the 
debt  Neither  is  it  necessazy  to  bring  the  person  of  the  debtor  be- 
fore him — neither  is  the  want  of  limitation  in  point  of  time  mate- 
rial, where  in  fact  action  was  soon  after  brought.  But  there  is  one 
ground  clear  in  this  case.  Vide  Erskine.  If  a  judge  not  only  giTes 
his  opinion,  but  acts, — if  he  stretches  out  his  hand,  he  is  answeiable. 
Besides,  suppose  every  thing  regular  as  to  the  judge. — W&Iboii  bad 
no  ground  for  supposing  that  he  was  tn  tneditatione  to  leave  the  kiog- 
dom." 

Lord  Eskobove. — *'  It  is  clear  as  to  Watson,  that  even  if  be 
swore  in  proper  time,  he  was  bound  to  justify  his  conduct  afterwards. 
If  he  has  no  document  of  debt,  he  must  at  least  swear  grounds  mb- 
jectum  materiatnf  that  his  demand  is  well  founded." 

Lord  Swinton. — **  I  feel  a  difficulty  as  to  the  judge.  He  is  not 
answerable  for  wrong  opinion.  It  must  appear  that  he  proceeds  a 
dolo,  see  Stair's  description  of  mediialione  fuga.  The  judge  nrait 
have  a  discretionary  power.  A  considerate  judge  may  do  one  tbiag, 
an  inconsiderate  judge  another  thing.  Case  of  List  and  Baillie 
judges  were  diyided.*' 

Pbesidbmt. — ''  The  proceedings  were  highly  irregular,  and  tber^ 
fore  imprisonment  illegal.  No  oath  to  debt.  No  document  prodoo- 
ed.  No  oath  in  proper  terms  to  mediialione  fvgw.  No  limitatioB 
in  point  of  time  as  to  cautionary.  The  judge  is  responsible  as  weD 
as  the  private  party.  In  cases  of  patrimonial  damage,  excuses  of  er- 
ror, and  bona  fides  have  sometimes  been  admitted.  But  not  in  cski 
of  false  imprisonment.  The  hberty  of  the  subject  is  so  secured  that  it 
cannot  be  violated  with  impunity  even  by  mistake.  See  Diet  toL  iil 
voce  *  Wrongous  Imprisonment'  The  law  admits  of  no  probable 
cause  in  such  a  case.  Certain  precise  forms  are  established  by  law  or 
custom,  which  every  judge  must  observe  in  granting  wamints  of  im- 
prisonment. If  he  neglects  these,  he  acts  at  his  peril.  In  tbe  pie- 
sent  case,  however,  there  are  circumstances  which  may  be  considered 
in  extenuation," 

'*  Both  equally  guilty— interlocutor  right.— Adhere,    and   find 
pursuer  entitled  to  £120  of  damages,  and  expenses." 
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and  expenses  to  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  twenty       j^g^^ 
ponnds.  .^__ 

Dissatisfied  with  this  modification  of  the  damages,  the   litingwtonb 
present  appeal  was  brought  to  the  House  of  Lords.  ^' 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was  bbbadalbamb 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Wm.  Adam^  Ar.  CuUen. 
For  Respondents,  AUx.  Wight. 


[M.  4999.] 


Thomas  Livinostonb,  Esq.,  of  Parkhall,  Appellant ; 

John,  Earl  of  Brbadalbanb,        .  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  13th  April  1791. 

Oamb — Right  of  Shooting  in  anothbr's  Grounds. — Held,  that 
there  was  no  law  which  entitled  a  person  to  enter  the  uninclos- 
ed  grounds  of  another  proprietor  to  shoot  game,  although  the 
game  itself  was  res  nuUius,  and  common  to  all ;  as  this  did  not 
prevent  the  owner  of  the  groond  from  debarring  all  and  sundry 
from  entering  his  grounds,  to  the  prejudice  of  his  exdnsive  right 
of  property. 

The  question  which  arises  in  this  appeal  is,  Whether  by 
the  law  of  Scotland  the  proprietor  of  an  estate  has  a  right 
to  monopolize  the  game  upon  that  estate  for  the  use  of 
himself  and  particular  friends,  and  to  exclude  all  gentlemen 
legally  qualified  from  foUowing  that  amusement  over  his 
waste  and  other  grounds  not  specially  protected  by  any  par- 
ticular statute  ? 

The  facts  out  of  which  this  question  arose  are :  That  the 
appellant,  along  with  a  friend,  made  an  excursion  to  the 
Highlands  of  Perthshire,  for  the  purpose  of  enjoying  a  few 
days  shooting.  They  took  up  their  residence  in  the  neigh- 
bourhood of  Glenquoich,  where  there  is  an  extensive  range 
•  of  open  uncultivated  hills  belonging  to  the  respondent. 
They  were  duly  licensed,  and  the  appellant  had  the  neces- 
sary land  qualification,  but  had  no  consent  to  shoot  from  the 
proprietor ;  and  thus  they  continued  for  several  days  shoot- 
ing the  game  on  these  hills. 
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I'^Ql^  An  action  of  declarator  .and  damages  was  broaght  by  the 

_.  respondent,  to  have  it  found  that  the  appellant  has  no  right 

uYiNQSTONB  to  como  on  his  grounds  and  to  follow,  shoot,  and  kill  game, 

'^^  and  to  have  him  interdicted  and  prohibited  in  all  time  oom- 

EARL   OF  ,  *  1       /.        i-i 

BRBADALBANE  ing  from  coming  on  the  respondent's  grounds  for  like  pur- 
pose in  prejudice  of  his  exclusive  right  and  privilege  over 
the  game  on  these  grounds. 

The  respondent  also  brought  a  suspension  and  interdict^ 
which  was  conjoined  with  the  declarator. 
The  Lord  Ordinary  (Monboddo)  pronouneed  this  inter- 

Aug.  11,1789.  locutor:  ^^  Assoilzies  the  defender^  Thomas  Livingstone, 
**  from  the  conclusions  of  the  libel  of  declarator  at  the  in- 
"  stance  of  the  Earl  of  Breadalbane  ;  but  continues  the  in- 
**  terdict  at  his  instance  against  the  said  Thomas  LivingstODe, 
''  and  decerns ;  finds  no  expenses  due  to  either  party."    On 

Dec.  2,  1789.  representation,  the  Lord  Ordinary  recalled  the  interdicti 
against  Thomas  Livingstone,  and  reserved  consideration  of 
expenses  till  the  issue  of  the  cause. 

On  reclaiming  petition  to  the  whole  Lords,  they  pronoan- 

Jane]6, 1790.  ced  this  interlocutor :  "  Find  that  the  defender  has  no  right 
**  to  come  upon  the  pursuer's  grounds,  or  search,  range  for, 
**  shoot  at,  or  kill  the  game  thereon,  without  the  leave  of 
*'  the  pursuer,  and  decern  and  declare  accordingly  ;  and  in 
«  the  process  of  suspension,  suspended  the  letters  simplici- 
**  ter,  renew  the  interdict,  and  continue  the  same  in  all  time 
"  coming,  and  decern  :  Further,  find  the  defender  liable  in 
"  expenses  to  the  pursuer."* 


•  Opinions  of  Judges  :— 

Lord  Justice  Clerk. — ^'  I  am  entitled  to  say  to  all  such  per- 
sons, '  Sir,  there  is  no  road  there.*  I  will  keep  him  off  by  force  if  I  can; 
and  if  not,  will  sue  for  damages,  if  I  can  qualify  them.  The  statotei 
do  not  confer  a  new  right,  but  are  of  the  nature  of  prohibitory  sta* 
tutes." 

Lord  H  ailes. — ^^  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    Although  the  penal- 
ties are  inflicted  in  the  case  of  inclosed  grounds,  it  does  not  foUov 
that  it  is  lawful  to  go  upon  uninclosed  grounds,  ivithout  the  owners 
consent.    Is  it  enough  to  say,  I  have  a  hawk  upon  my  fist,  or  a  gun 
over  my  shoulder,  to  entitle  such  a  person    to  go  on  another's 
grounds  ?    He  may  be  stopt,  if  the  owner  hare  not  consented." 
Lord  Dunsinnan. — ••  I  am  of  the  same  opinion." 
Lord  Ankeryille. — "  I  am  of  the  same  opinion." 
Lord  Monboddo. — *<  The  Roman  law  is  out  of  the  question  here. 
It  is  a  matter  of  public  law  and  policy.    And  the  object  of  the 
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Against  this  last  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was       ^^g. 
brought  to  the  House  of  Lords.  


Pleaded  for  the  Appellant, — Every  animal  which  is  the  utikgstonb 
object  of  hunting  and  fowling,  being  fercB  naturcBj  and  in-         ^* 

SARL  OF 
BBBADALBANB 

Statutes  regarding  hunting,  &c  was  to  keep  our  bodies,  from  be- 
coming effeminate." 

Lord  Eskgroyk* — '^  Right  on  neighbour's  ground.  It  would  be 
making  all  the  small  proprietors  slaves.  May  be  tied  up  himself ; 
bat  he  is  entitled  to  turn  off  the  greatest  lord  when  he  comes  on  his 
estate.  If  the  public  has  a  right,  how  can  the  proprietor  debar 
himr 

Lord  Oardbnstone. — '*  Same  opinion.  A  man  that  is  qualified 
may  hunt  anj  where  tvUkoul  leave^  and  not  liable  to  penalties ^^ 

LoBD  SwiNTON. — *'  There  is  no  property  in  game,  but  right  of 
hunting  may  be  exclusive*  Damages  for  infringement,  or,  in  case  of 
penal  natnxe,  there  may  be  the  actio  injuriarum.'* 

Lord  Rockyillb. — **  Of  same  opinion." 

Lord  Presidbnt.^'^  This  is  a  question  upon  the  Ghime  Laws.  It 
ncTer  can  be  said  that  game  is  property ^  without  actual  possession  ; 
but  every  man  is  proprietor  of  his  grounds^  and  entitled  to  the 
exdusiTe  possession  of  them,  if  subject  to  no  servitude. 

'*  The  question  is,  Whether  there  be  any  thing  in  the  nature  of 
game,  or  in  the  laws  relative  to  it,  which  gives  to  other  men  a  com- 
mon use  or  possession  of  my  estate  for  the  purpose  of  hunting,  or 
fiowling,  or  fishing  upon  it  ?  No  man  can  claim  a  road  or  passage 
through  another  man's  property,  even  for  the  purpose  of  going  to 
church,  without  a  servitude,  far  less  for  amusement  of  any  kind,  how- 
ever necessary  for  health.  He  cannot,  without  the  proprietor's 
leave,  insist  to  range  through  his  grounds  in  quest  of  hidden  trea« 
sares  or  precious  stones,  &c.  though  these  last  are  said  to  be  res 
mUlius  quo  cedunt  occupanti, 

**  So  soon  as  property  is  established,  every  man  becomes  entitled  to 
the  exclusive  right  of  exercising  it,  nisi  lex  vel  conventio,  vel  testa- 
toris  voluntas  obsistat. 

'*  The  fish  running  in  any  stream  are  the  property  of  nobody  till 
caught,  any  more  than  the  aqua  prqfiuenst  or  the  air,  or  birds  flying 
in  the  air ;  but  the  banks  of  the  river,  and  even  the  solum  of  it,  may 
be  private,  and  may  be  defended  against  any  encroachment  or  access 
whatever. 

'*  The  texts  of  the  civil  law  are  clear  upon  this  head,  and  all  the 
writers  on  that  law. 

**  The  law  of  England  fully  explained  by  Blackstone ;  and  the  re- 
spondent (appellant)  has  not  been  able  to  show  an  authority  in  his 
favour  from  the  law  of  any  other  country. 

**  The  law  of  Scotland,  is  founded  partly  on  the  civil  and  partly  on 
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1791.        capable  of  appropriation,  is  common  to  all  mankind.    It  has 
_.    therefore  been  held,  in  the  original  stato  of  society,  that  as 


UVINO8T0NB  thoj  woro  tho  property  of  no  individual,  the  right  of  seizing 
EARL  OF     ^^^^»  ^"">  i"*  other  words,  the  right  of  hunting  them  belong- 
BBKADALBANsed  deJuvB  to  all  parties  without  distinction. 


the  feudal  law ;  and  neither  of  these  are  favourable  to  his  daim.    By 
the  principles  of  the  feudal  law,  all  territorial  rights  flow  from  the 
sovereign.    Some  pass  as  part  and  pertinent  of  lands,  others  require 
express  giant,  being  inter  regalia  minora,  such  as  sabnon  fiaheiy. 
The  common  rights  of  fowling  and  fishing  are  in  every  charter 
along  with  other  enumerations  which  are  pertinent  of  land-property; 
and  the  charter  always  means  to  give  such  rights  exclnnvdy  to  the 
grantee,  unless  there  be  some  special  qualification  or  exception. 
When  a  commonty  alone  is  meant  to  be  given,  this  is  expressed,  or 
it  must  be  acquired  as  part  and  pertinent  of  some  other  estate,  by 
prescription  or  by  special  contract    It  is  not  usual  for  charters  to 
grant  rights  which  are  common  to  all  mankind,  such  as  walkiiig 
along  a  high  road,  or  sailing  in  the  sea.     It  would  be  nugatory  to 
%  grant  such  pririleges  by  a  charter. 
Balfour,  p.       ^^  The  old  authority  referred  to  in  Balfour  is  not  conclusive,  eveiy 
^^li    \1\*  other  authority,  ancient  and  modem,  stands  clearly  the  other  way. 
Q,\^l       '       *'  Doubt  if  there  be  at  present  any  qualification,  the  act  1685  b^ 
ing  out  of  the  question,  and  the  act  1621  considered  as  obsolete  even 
in  Sir  Geoige  M*Kenzie's  time,  though  now  it  is  thought  otherwise; 
but  it  is  weU  observed  by  Blackstone,  that  the  statutory  regulatioiis 
in  general,  were  not  meant  as  qualifications  in  the  sense  contended 
for  by  the  respondent  (appellant).    They  were  generally  meant  to 
proride  against  poaching,  and  to  preserve  game  firom  being  destroyed 
at  certain  times  and  in  certain  ways,  or  by  low  people,  and  to  in- 
flict penalties,  as  an  easier  mode  of  redress,  in  certain  cases,  than 
the  common  law  action  of  trespass  or  damages.    But  there  is  no 
statute  which  either  says  or  implies,  that  exclusive  rights  shall  be 
made  common,  or  means  in  any  degree  to  affect  the  great  and  fbnda- 
mental  question  of  right  of  property  at  common  law. 

*'  If  the  defender  (appellant)  can  show  that  he  and  all  odiers  are 
entitled  at  common  law  to  a  promiscuous  use  of  the  pursner^s  (res*^ 
pendent's)  estate,  for  hunting  and  fowling,  no  statute  exists  irbkh 
can  be  construed  to  take  that  right  from  him ;  but  if  he  has  not  that 
right  at  common  law,  no  statute  exists  under  which  he  can  lay 
claim  to  it. 

*^  Neither  does  expediency  require  that  the  rights  of  hunting  sbonld 
be  made  common.  It  is  better  that  any  interference  with  the  pro- 
perty of  another,  should  rest  upon  courtesy  and  good  will,  than  upon 
compulsion.  If  it  be  declared  lawful  for  every  man,  who  has  a  ploi^ 
gate  of  land,  to  enter  upon  his  neighbour's  grounds  with  horsesi  sad 
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By  the  Roman  law,  all  animals  ftT<K  naiwm  became  the      ^^g^, 
property  of  him  by  whom  they  were  seised,  whether  taken 


on  his  own  ground  or  within  that  of  any  other:  and  although  utinostonb 
by  that  law  eTery  landholder  was  entided  to  forbid  all  other         ^' 
persons  from  hunting  or  fowling  on  his  estate,  yet  what  was  bebadalbanb 
taken  there  became  equally  the  property  of  the  hunter  or 
fowler,  as  if  he  had  kept  within  the  limits  of  his  own  terri- 
tory ;  and  it  was  only  competent  for  his  neighbour  to  have 
an  aciio  injuriarum.    So  laid  down  by  Vinnius  and  by  Voet, 
V.  2. 1,  p.  721. 

The  more  modern  states  of  Europe  have,  in  general,  de- 
parted considerably  from  the  Roman  law,  in  limiting  this 
nataral  right  of  mankind,  by  various  modifications,  defining 
to  what  particular  persons  the  privilege  of  huntiug  was  to 
be  permitted,  and  in  what  manner  it  was  to  be  exercised ; 
80  that  in  this  and  some  other  countries,  the  power  of  ap- 
propriating wild  animals  by  occupation,  which  jure  gentium^ 
was  common  to  all,  came  to  be  inter  regalia^  and  communi- 
cable only  by  special  grant  from  the  sovereign ;  and  in 
others,  to  be  enjoyed  only  by  persons  of  a  particular  rank, 
or  by  owners  of  a  certain  extent  of  land,  per  modum  privi* 
UgiL 

In  Scotland,  the  right  of  hunting  has  always  been  an  im- 
portant object  of  public  polity,  which  it  was  the  business  of 

dogs,  and  attendants,  or  even  alone  and  on  foot,  in  quest  of  game, 
without  leave  asked  or  given,  it  is  probable  he  will  meet  with  many 
difikoltiefl  and  obstnictions,  and  perhaps  methods  will  be  taken  to 
prevent  even  the  existence  of  game  upon  that  property,  whereas  the 
ooatrary  will  be  the  effect  of  allowing  every  man  to  be  the  master  of 
Us  own  property,  and  to  give  such  indulgences  to  others  as  he  may 
be  disposed  to  allow.  This  aigoment  had  a  good  deal  of  effect  in 
the  case  of  the  Biarqms  of  Tweeddale,  (see  Sess.  Papers,  vol.  34,  No. 
63,  see  also  Kelly  v.  Smith,  27  June  1780.)  Besides,  if  the  claim 
is  limited  to  the  case  of  open  grounds,  it  may  easily  be  evaded  by 
the  slightest  inclosnre,  sach  as  a  few  turfs  laid  upon  one  another, 
called  in  Scotland  a  feal  dyke. 

<*  The  very  circumstance  of  limiting  the  claim  in  that  manner, 
shows  that  it  does  not  exist :  for  if  there  be  such  a  common  pro- 
perty, or  right  to  the  killing  of  game,  upon  what  principle  should 
any  individual  be  entitled  to  limit  or  exclude  that  right,  by  inclosing 
his  grounds?  If  every  proprietor  in  Scotland  follows  this  course, 
what  becomes  of  the  common  right  of  hunting  ?" 

Lord  Hsndbblanu.^^^  Of  same  opinion.*' 

From  Lord  President  Campbell's  Sesaon  Papers,  Iviii. 

VOL.  III.  Q 


I 
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1791.       the  legislature  to  regulate  in  such  a  way  as  to  encourage 

and  preserve  among  the  nobility  and  gentry  a  taste  for  those 

LIVING8T0NK  jj^j^^ly  exercisos  which  were  supposed  to  be  the  likeliest 

EARL  OF     means  of  keeping  alive  their  martial  spirit.    The  multiplici- 
BRBADALBANB  ^j  q{  gtatutos  OH  tUs  subjoct  demonstrato  this. 

It  will  be  found,  that  through  the  whole  of  these  statutes 
the  legislature  had  in  view,  1.  To  preserve  the  game,  by 
fixing  certain  limitations,  both  as  to  the  time  and  manner  of 
killing ;  and,  2.  To  prevent  an  amusement,  which  although 
permitted  to  all  indiscriminately,  it  was  afterwards  judged 
proper  to  make  the  exclusive  privilege  of  the  nobility  and 
gentry,  as  being  more  suited  to  their  station  in  life.  Al* 
though  landed  property,  to  a  certain  extent,  is  now  esaentisl 
towards  qualifying  a  person  to  hunt  or  fowl,  yet  the  exer- 
cise of  this  right  is  underatood  to  be  general,  and  to  extend 
over  the  whole  country,  wherever  game  is  to  be  found.  It 
accordingly  appears  that  from  the  earliest  period  of  the  law 
of  Scotland,  this  general  right  of  hunting  on  the  grounds  of 
other  men,  (except  in  the  case  of  animals  enclosed  in  a  park 
or  warren,  which  in  some  respects  were  private  property,) 
hath  been  considered  incontrovertible. 

The  52d  chapter  of  the  Form  and  Manner  of  Holding 
Baron  Courts,  says,  That  in  the  time  of  King  Alexander, 
**  Na  manner  of  waters  were  defended  from  fishing  of  sal- 
<<  mond  but  waters  runnand  to  the  sea,  nor  zet  was  not  de- 
**  fended  nor  forbidden  to  any  man  to  hunt,  nor  to  chase 
**  the  hare  and  the  fox,  and  other  wild  beasts,  without  forests 
*'  and  warrandes  quheresoever  they  were  found^i ;"  and 
President  Balfour,  in  his  Practics,  quotes  the  above  treatise 
as  legal  authority.  '^  Item,  It  is  leisome  to  all  men  to  chaise 
*<  hares,  foxes,  and  all  other  beasts,  beand  without  forests, 
"  warrens,  parks,  or  wards." 

The  first  restriction  in  the  kiUing  of  game  is  the  lOth 
chap,  of  Robert  the  III.,  which  forbids  the  killing  of  hares 
in  the  time  of  snow.  The  next  statute  is  that  of  19  James 
I.  anno  1424,  cap.  36,  whereby  a  fine  is  imposed  on  stalkers. 
In  the  same  king's  reign,  it  was  enacted,  1427,  cap.  108, 
*^  That  na  patricks,  plovers,  black  cocks,  gray  hens,  na  more 
*<  cocks,  nor  such  fowls,  be  tane  with  na  manner  of  instni- 
^<  ment,  fra  the  beginning  of  Lentron  quhil  August,  under 
«  the  pain  of  40s." 

The  act  1474,  cap.  60,  is  the  first  which  introduced  any 
prohibition  with  respect  to  the  kiUing  of  game.  It  enacts, 
"  That  na  man  shde  daes  nor  raes  nor  deare,  in  time  of 
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**  storm  or  snow,  or  slaie  any  of  their  kiddes,  under  the       ^791, 

'*  paine  of  x  punds ;  and  that  na  man  hunt,  schnte,  nor  slaie    - 

*^  deares  nor  raes  in  otheres  closes  or  parkes^  &c.  under  the  litzhostomb 

**  paine  of  punishment  of  theft."    There  is,  however,  no     ^^^^  ^^ 

prohibition  in  this  act  in  respect  to  hunting  or  shooting  in  breadauahi 

open  grounds,  at  the  proper  season  of  the  year,  because 

the  legislature  held  that  to  be  competent  to  all  subjects. 

The  like  conclusion  is  to  be  drawn  from  the  statute  1535, 
cap.  13.    From  the  preamble  of  the  act  1551,  cap.  9,  it  ap- 
pears that  a  great  many  deer,  roe,  wild  beasts,  and  wild 
fowls,  had  been  killed  by  shooting  at  them  with  particular 
instruments,  to  wit,  half-hag,  culvering,  and  pistolet,  to  the 
groat  hindrance  of  the  noblemen  of  the  realm's  getting  the 
pastime  of  hawking  and  hunting,  and  accordingly  such  man- 
ner of  killing  game  was  prohibited,  ^*  under  the  pain  of 
death.*'    But  Sir  George  Mackenzie,  in  his  Observations, 
says,  **  that  this  act,  inflicting  the  pain  of  death,  and  confis- 
cation of  moveables  upon  such  as  shoot  deer,  wild  fowl, 
or  wild  beasts,  is  deservedly  in  desuetude." 
The  act  1555,  cap.  51,  is  of  still  greater  importance  to  the 
present  question,  for  it  provides  specially  that  no  man  will 
go  into  his  neighbour's  grounds,  hunting  or  hawking,  when 
the  com  is  on  the  ground,  nor  go  into  wheat  fields  at  these 
times  of  the  year,  till  the  same  be  cut  down ;  thus  showing 
that  the  right  otherwise  was  so  absolute  and  undoubted  as 
to  require  an  enactment  to  restrain  it,  and  to  prevent  com- 
ing on  the  grounds  even  while  the  corn  was  still  uncut. 
The  act  1621,  c.  31,  enacts  that  "  no  man  hunt  nor  hawk 
at  any  time  hereafter,  who  hath  not  a  ploughgate  of  land 
in  heritage,  under  the  pain  of  £100." 
<By  the  act  1685,  c.  20,  all  persons  except  those  heritors 
who  are  possessed  of  £1000  of  valued  rent,  and  had  an  ex* 
press  license  from  the  masters  of  the  game,  were  prohibited 
fitmi  killing  game  with  setting  dogs.    But  it  is  now  a  set- 
tled point  that  this  act  was  never  in  observance  since  the 
Union,  and  is  therefore  in  desuetude. 

The  last  statute  passed  in  the  parliament  of  Scotland  re« 
lative  to  this  subject,  is  the  act  1707,  c.  13,  which,  after 
pointing  out  the  season  during  which  game  might  be  killed, 
and  the  penalty  attending  a  breach  of  the  enactment,  pro- 
ceeds to  enact,  **  That  no  common  fowler  shall  presume  to 
hunt  on  any  grounds  without  a  subscribed  warrant  from 
the  proprietor  of  the  said  grounds,  under  the  penalty 
foresaid,  besides  forfeiting  their  dogs,  guns,  and  nets,  to 
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1791.        "  tlJ®  apprehenders  or  discoTerere :  And  it  is  further  pro- 
"  Tided,  That  no  fowler  or  any  other  person  whatever^  shall 


uvi!io«TONB  «  come  within  any  heritor's  grounds,  without  leave  aaked 

BARL  OF     "  ^"^  given  by  the  heritor,  with  setting  dogs  and  nets^  for 

BBBADALBANs  "  killing  fowls  bj  nets  ;  and  if  any  common  fowler  shall  be 

**  found  in  any  place  with  guns  and  nets,  having  no  licenie 

''  from  the  nobleman  or  heritor^  they  shall  be  sent  abroad  as 

"  recruits." 

From  all  these  statutes,  it  clearly  appears  that  it  bii 
been  the  constant  understanding  of  the  legislature,  daring 
the  course  of  several  centuries,  that  no  landowner  could 
prevent  a  person  duly  qualified  from  hunting  or  killiDg 
game  on  his  open  and  unenclosed  grounds  not  under  crop. 
The  appellant  found  himself  in  possession  of  an  estate  of  the 
required  value,  handed  down  to  him  by  his  ancestors,  one 
invaluable  franchise  appertaining  to  which  he  understood  to 
be,  th6  privilege  of  hunting  and  killing  game.  And  as  none 
of  the  acts  above  quoted  refer  to  waste  or  hill  grounds,  be 
conceived  that  he  was  exercising  a  legal  right  in  shootisg 
over  the  grounds  in  question. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent, — It  is  an  established  prin- 
ciple, founded  in  the  very  nature  of  property,  that  eveiy 
man  is  entitled  to  the  exclusive  possession  of  his  own  pro- 
perty, and  to  debar  all  others  from  entering  upon  it  for  any 
purpose,  unless  when  the  owner  is  laid  under  restraint  by 
special  statutes,  or  another  has  acquired  a  privilege  of  ser- 
vitude by  grant  or  prescription,  or  where  the  public  safety 
may  require ;  as  in  pursuing  criminals,  or  destroying  nox- 
ious and  dangerous  animals.    The  animals  which  come  un- 
der the  description  of  game,  being/er(B  naturcBj  are  held  in 
the  law  of  Scotland,  as  in  the  Roman  law,  to  be  res  nuUHs^i 
and  to  belong  to  the  occupier ;  but  although  the  property  of 
them,  when  killed,  belongs  to  the  killer^  it  does  not  foUow, 
that  every  person  is  entitled  to  search  for,  pursue,  or  kill 
those  animals,  upon  the  soil  of  another,  in  order  to  acquire 
such  property.     There  is  no  proper  connection  between  the 
premises  and  that  conclusion.     By  the  Roman  law,  the 
right  of  killing  was  free  to  all ;  but  it  strictly  preserved  the 
rights  of  the  owner  of  the  soil  from  being  encroached  on  for 
that  purpose. 

Such  also  is  the  law  of  Scotland :  Stair  says,  ^<  Cum  occo- 
^*  pationibus  venationibus,"  signify  privilege  to  kill  foiriii 
**  fishes,  and  wild  beasts  upon  the  owner's  grounds,  from 
**  which  he  may  debar  others  entirely,  by  hindering  them  to 
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««  come  upon  the  ground.    But  the  vassal  hath  no  property       1791. 
"  in  the  wild  beaats,  fowls,  or  fishes,  which  belong  to  none,    


« 


*4 


"  for  they  are  proper,  only  by  excluding  others  to  come  "▼"^^^o"" 
"  upon  the  ground,  the  vassal  having  the  sole  occasion  of     babl  or 
"  taking  such  as  hre  found  there."    Lord  Bankton  speaks  to  ■**^^^^*^"" 
the  same  purpose. 

Mr.  Erskine,  after  laying  it  down  : — **  That  the  right  of 
"  hunting,  fowling,  and  fishing,  within  one^s  own  ground, 
"  naturally  arises  from  one's  property  in  the  lands,  but  is 
"  restricted  by  sundry  statutes,"  adds,  **  It  has  lately  been 
"  made  a  doubt,  whether  a  person  qualified  to  kill  game 
"  may  hunt  or  shoot  within  another  man's  property  without 
a  trespass.  Indeed  the  act  1707,  c.  13,  which  prohibits 
*'  all,  without  exception,  to  come  within  their  neighbour's 
property  with  setting  dogs  and  nets,  without  the  proprie- 
tor's consent,  seems  to  take  for  granted,  that  a  person 
*'  qualified  may  hunt  on  any  ground  with  hounds  or  grey- ' 
**  hounds,  or  shoot  with  a  fowling  piece ;  provided  he  does 
*'  not  use  a  net.  But  surely  such  privilege  carries  with  it  a 
"  most  severe  limitation  upon  property,  and,  besides,  hath  a 
**  manifest  tendency  to  destroy  the  game.*" 

The  appellant  attempts  to  maintain,  that,  according  to 
the  earliest  writers  on  the  law  of  Scotland,  the  general  right 
of  bunting  upon  the  grounds  of  others  (except  in  the  case  of 
parks  and  warrens)  is  clear  and  incontrovertible;  but  the 
single  authority  he  quotes  is  that  of  President  Balfour.  But 
as  Balfour  states  this  upon  the  authority  merely  of  The 
Porms  of  Barons  Courts,  a  treatise  destitute  of  any  legal 
authority  whatever,  no  regard  can  be  paid  to  it. 

None  of  the  statutes  respecting  the  game  take  away  or 
infringe  the  right  which  an  owner  has  at  common  law,  to 
prevent  others  from  coming  on  his  property.  The  general 
object  of  the  statutes  was,  the  preservation  of  the  game,  by 
laying  down  regulations  as  to  the  time  and  manner  of  kill- 
ing the  animals  which  came  under  that  description,  and  also 
as  to  the  persons  to  whom  this  right  was  allowed.  Of  such 
a  nature  is  the  statute  1655,  c.  61,  founded  on  by  the  appel- 
lant. The  subsequent  acts  also,  specially  commented  on  by 
the  appellant,  are  of  a  similar  nature,  and  to  a  like  object. 
From  all  these  statutes,  there  is  nothing  to  warrant  the  con- 
closion  that  owners  of  land  are  not  entitled  to  the  exclusive 
right  of  their  property,  and  to  debar  all  others  whatever 
from  entering  and  encroaching  on  their  grounds  for  any 
purpose  whatever,  much  less  for  the  purpose  of  killing 
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^Y9]        game.     Such  indeed  is  a  breach  of  the  law.    It  ia  an  act  of 

.    trespass,  punishable  in  a  criminal  manner. 

MAGISTRATES     After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
OF  ANNAN        Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

BHOItTllEID, 

&c.  For  Appellant,  T.  ErsJdne,  Alex.  Wight. 

For  Respondent,  J.  AnstrtUher,  Tho.  Macdanald. 


The  Magistrates  of  the  Burgh  of  Annan,     Appellants ; 

Mrs.  Nancy  Shortreid  or  Johnstone,  ^ 

Widow  of  the  late  William  Johnstone,  >  Respondent. 
Writer  to  the  Signet,  .        .        ) 

House  of  Lords,  loth  April  1791. 

iMPRisoNBfKNT  OF  Debtor — LIABILITY  OF  MAGISTRATES. — ^A  mes- 
senger baying  apprehended  his  debtor,  and  given  him  to  the  Loid 
ProYDSt  of  the  burgh,  for  the  purpose  of  haying  him  imprisoned  in 
the  common  jail.  Instead  of  this,  he  was  put  into  a  room  adja- 
cent to  the  court  room,  where  he  enjoyed  the  priyilege  of  open  jail. 
Held,  that  the  magistrates  were  liable  in  payment  of  the  debt,  for 
not  instantly  incarcerating  the  debtor  in  the  common  prison. 

This  was  an  action  raised  by  the  respondent  against  the 
proYOSt  and  magistrates  of  Annan,  for  not  haying  properly 
incarcerated  her  debtor,  after  he  was  h«inded  over  to  the 
provost  by  a  messenger  at  arms  for  that  purpose,  the  said 
debtor  haying  been  apprehended  under  a  caption  for  a  sum 
of  £1326.  at  her  instance ;  and  instead  of  being  put  at  once 
into  the  common  jail  or  prison  of  Annan,  he  was  kept  and 
detained  all  night  at  an  inn  or  tayern,  being  part  of  the 
eyening  under  the  charge  of  the  proYost,  and  part  left  to 
himself  unguarded, — the  proyost  haying  left  him  at  tea 
o'clock  at  night  until  breakfast  time  next  morning;  and 
then  only  put  him  into  a  room  adjacent  to  the  court  room, 
and  not  into  the  common  jail,  under  lock  and  key,  which 
was  giYing  the  prisoner,  what  was  called  in  Annan  the 
priyilege  of  open  jaiL 

The  party  apprehended  was  the  sheriff-depute  of  the 
county  of  Dumfries ;  and  the  reason  why  he  was  not  put  in 
the  jail  was,  as  alleged  by  the  proYost,  that  there  was  bo 
fitting  accommodation  for  the  prisoner  there — ^it  being  fdlL 
The  debtor  sometime  thereafter  took  out  cessio ;  and,  on  its 
being  opposed  by  the  respondent,  she  consented  to  with- 
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draw  her  opposition  on  receiviug  £400,  being  part  payment  ^^^^' 
of  her  debt.     Whereupon  it  was  a  defence  stated  in  this  ac- 

tion,  that  having  consented  to  liberate  him  in  the  cessio,  she  of  annam 

had  yirtaally  abandoned  her  plea  of  illegal  imprisonment.  ^- 

8H0RTREID 

The  Court  of  Session  found  the  provost  and  magistrates        &c.      * 
liable  in  the  debt  for  which  the  party  was  apprehended.*      June  89  1790. 

Against   these  interlocutors    the    present    appeal    wasj^Q    ' 
brought.  9,—. 

After  hearing  counsely  it  was  ^'  * 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  Sir  J.  Scotty  Wm.  Tait. 
For  Respondent,  71  Erskine^  W.  Grant. 


*  Opinions  of  Judges : — 

Lord  President  (Campbell). — **  This  is  an  action  against  magis- 
trates for  not  having  duly  confined  a  prisoner. 

'*•  1.  The  first  ground  is,  that  he  was  not  imprisoned  until  near  24 
hours  after  being  delivered  into  the  hands  of  the  provost.  No  de- 
tention during  the  night  The  prisoner  was  left  entirely  to  himself 
from  about  10  o'clock  at  night,  when  he  went  into  his  bed  room,  till 
next  morning  at  breakfast,  when  provost  came  again  to  the  inn.  No 
guard  or  other  precaution. 

"  If  kept  in  private  custody,  which  may  be  allowed  for  a  reason- 
able time^  the  prisoner  must  be  watched  and  guarded.  Whereas 
Mr.  Armstrong  was  at  full  liberty  for  10  or  12  hours.  It  is  not 
enough  to  say  that  he  did  not  go  away,  for  he  might  have  done  so 
if  he  pleased,  and  was  not  in  custody  at  all  during  that  time. 

'^  It  is  of  no  consequence  that  the  magistrates  were  not  charged 
to  detain  him.  The  provost's  r^eipt  for  his  body  was  equivalent. 
It  was  of  no  consequence  whether  this  was  at  the  hour  of  six  or  at 
the  hour  of  ten  o'clock ;  and  no  matter  what  conversation  the  pro- 
vost held  about  time  of  committing  him  to  prison.  The  messenger 
did  his  duty,  and  left  it  to  the  provost  to  do  as  he  pleased  after- 
wards. 

"  This  ground,  therefore,  for  subjecting  the  defenders  (magistrates) 
seems  to  be  conclusive,  and  not  affected  by  the  proceedings  in  the 
eessio  bonorum. 

'*  2.  Ground.  The  pririlege  of  Open  Jail,  as  explained  by  prac- 
tice at  Annan,  is  illegal.  Law  does  not  require  that  a  debtor  should 
be  closely  confined  to  this  or  that  particular  apartment  in  prison, 
bat  certainly  requires  being  locked  up  within  the  prison  walls,  so  as 
that  the  prisoner  shall  not,  by  merely  opening  the  latch  of  a  door, 
go  out  into  the  street  if  he  pleases. 

"  Had  the  outer  doors  of  the  prison  been  kept  locked  through  the 
day  as  well  as  the  night,  or  had  he  been  locked  into  an  inner  apart* 
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LAIRD 

BOBERTsov,      John  Laird,  • 

^^-  Messrs.  Robertson  &  Co. 


[Mor.  p.  7099.] 


AppeUant; 
Bespandentt. 


House  of  Lords,  20th  April  1791. 

Insuramob — Dbyiation. — A  yessel  was  insured  from  Yiigima  to 
Botteidam,  ''  with  liberty  to  call  at  a  port  in  England "  Slie 
sailed  direct  for  Hull^  and  was  lost  on  her  Toyage  to  that  port 
Held  by  the  Court  of  Session,  that  a  Toyage  from  Vugmia  to 
Botterdam,  with  liberty  to  call  at  a  port  in  England,  gaye  a  liber- 
ty to  call  at  any  port  in  England,  and  therefore  to  call  at  HqIL 
Reversed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  case  remitted  to  pass  the 
bUi. 

This  was  an  insurance  made  of  a  ship  and  cargo  from 
Virginia  to  Rotterdam,  **  with  liberty  to  call  at  a  port  in 


ment,  when  there  was  a  necessity  of  opening  the  outer  door,  aad 
nsing  the  court  house,  or  other  outer  apartments,  no  harm  would 
have  been  done.  A  prison  may  be  so  constructed  as  that  a  cooit 
house,  under  the  same  roof,  shall  occasionally  be  used  as  part  of  the 
prison,  and  occasionally  not. — But  here  Mr.  Armstrong  was  allowed 
himself  to  use  the  court  room  when  it  was  quite  open,  and  the  oater 
doors  unlocked,  to  give  free  ingress  and  egress  to  suitors  and  otheiti 
Allowing  him  to  sit  as  judge,  and  pronounce  judgments  in  prison, 
was  highly  indecent.  In  fact,  he  was  not  then  in  prison,  but  in  the 
court  house  when  it  was  not  a  prison ;  and  he  was  at  all  other  timei, 
from  morning  to  night,  at  liberty,  because  there  was  no  locked  door 
upon  him  either  above  or  below ;  and  even  in  the  night  time  he 
might  have  gone  out  at  the  window  of  the  court  house,  upon  whidi 
there  were  no  iron  bars  nor  guards  without. 

^^  No  local  practice  can  sanctify  this,  being  against  the  law  of  the 
land.  The  practice  at  Dumfries  different ;  for  the  magistrates  take 
care  to  have  a  broader  security  to  indemnify  them  in  all  eyenti, 
whether  he  goes  out  of  prison  or  not  But  those  who  grant  such  s 
cautionary,  are  not  perhaps  aware  of  their  danger. 

''  The  practice  of  the  burgh  of  Prestwick,  where  the  prisoner  keep 
the  key,  and  forfeits  his  freedom  if  he  comes  out  This  may  be  a 
good  security,  but  it  is  not  legal  imprisonment 

*^  The  late  case  of  the  magistrates  of  Edinbuigb,  who  were  6mai 
liable,  though  the  prisoner  had  obtamed  cesiio  ftonorwm,  the  decree 
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England.^   After  the  policy  was  drawn  out,  information  was  1791. 

received  that  the  vessel  was  not  to  eo  to  Rotterdam,  but  to  — 

discharge  at  Hull  in  England.    The  insured  obtained  an  in-  ^, 

dorsement  on  the  policy  to  that  effect,  signed  by  all  the  in-  bobxrtson, 

Borere  except  the  appellant,  who  declined.  ^' 


not  being  extracted.    The  roles  of  law  cannot  be  got  over  in  such 


**  But  a  separate  question  occurs  here,  whether  by  the  transaction 
in  the  cessio  bonorumy  the  pursuer  did  not  virtually  give  up  her  plea 
of  illegal  imprisonment  ?  She  had  actually  stated  to  the  Court  that 
Mr.  A.  was  not  legally  imprisoned.  This  she  ought  to  have  stuck 
to;  bat,  upon  a  compromise,  she  received  £320  to  pass  from  the  ob* 
jection,  and  to  admit  that  he  was  in  legal  durance.  This  seems  to 
bar  her  personali  exceptione  from  recurring  to  that  plea  in  the  pre- 
sent shape,  especially  as  the  present  action  is  subsidiary,  and  if  she 
prevails,  she  is  bound  to  make  over  her  claim  against  Mr.  A.  to  the 
magistrates.  She  ought  therefore  not  to  have  consented  to  his  Ubeia- 
tion,  but  given  them  an  opportunity  of  detaining  him  in  prison. 

''  This  brings  the  cause  back  to  the  first  point,  and  I  doubt  if  it 
can  be  affected  by  the  proceedings  in  the  cessio,  for  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  the  pursuer  was  then  in  the  knowledge  of  Mr.  Armstrong's 
situation  during  the  first  night,  and  supposing  the  fact  to  have  been 
known,  yet  if  he  was  afterwards  legally  a  month  in  prison,  this  was 
enough  for  the  cessio, 

"  It  ought  to  be  inquired  into,  what  right  the  pursuer  has  to  the 
bill  in  question,  for  it  was  originally  the  money  of  Hunter  of  Glerk- 
ington  and  his  creditors. 

"  Eren  as  to  the  second  point,  I  doubt,  upon  consideration,  if  it  be 
a  bar  to  the  pursuer's  present  plea,  that  she  withdrew  her  opposition 
to  the  cessio.  She  was  not  bound  to  defend  at  all  against  the  cessio. 
She  might  have  betaken  herself  at  once  to  her  demand  against  the 
magistrates ;  and  it  is  so  much  the  better  for  them  that  she  has  got 
payment  of  so  much  of  the  debt" 

Lord  Hailbs.— *'  The  imprisonment  was  illegal  in  both  respects 
(points.) 

LoBD  MoNBODDo— «•  No  law  requires  that  a  debtor  should  be  im- 
mediately  imprisoned.  If  he  had  made  his  escape  from  the  public 
house,  the  magistrates  would  have  been  liable,  but  not  otherwise. 
As  to  the  other  objection,  it  is  not  necessary  to  confine  a  prisoner  to 
any  particular  room.  He  may  have  the  liberty  of  the  whole  prison." 
LoBD  SwiNTON — «  Of  first  opinion,"  (President  CampbelPs.) 
Lord  Justice  Clerk.^"  The  magistrates,  as  keepers  of  the  prison, 
have  no  jHdicalive  powers.  Their  powers  are  merely  ministerial 
No  apology  afforded  here.    The  provost  ought  to  have  committed 
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1791.  j>}|Q  veasel  was  lo8t  od  her  voyage,  and  action  waa  raised 

""""""""    before  the  Court  of  Admiralty  against  the  appellant  for  his 
t;.  part  of  the  sum  assured,  and  decree  obtained.     He  offered 

BOBBftTfloN,  a  bill  of  suspension,  arguing  that,  as  the  policy  stood  origi- 
nally, and  by  which  only  he  could  be  bound,  the  voyage  in- 
sured was  different  from  that  on  which  the  vessel  sailed.  It 
was  answered,  that  the  original  policy  contained  liberty  to 
call  at  a  port  in  England,  and  that  a  port  meant  any  part  in 
Jane  2,  1790.  England.  The  Lord  Ordinary  refused  the  bill  of  suspen- 
Nov.  16,— -gion^  and,  on  reclaiming  note,  the  Court  adhered.* 


him  immediately.  Duresse  of  imprisonment  depends  on  the  com- 
pulsion." 

LoBB  RocKViLLE^ — ^  Of  the  same  opinion." 

Lord  Gabdenstone. — *^  The  interlocutor  is  well  founded.  The  act 
of  Sederunt  16  February,  speaks  only  of  escaping  out  qf  prium* 
(N»B,  This  subjects  them,  even  where  there  is  a  legal  imprisan- 
ment,  and  an  escape  by  violence,  unless  there  be  a  particular  pie- 
caution  used  by  locked  fast  doors,  besides  watching.  Vide  also  act 
1701.    Close  imprisonment  discharged.)** 

Lord  Hendirland. — '^  There  was  no  imprisonment  here  at  all. 
Courts  must  be  held  with  open  doors ;  and  if  the  prisoner  was  allow- 
ed free  liberty  to  hold  courts,  it  cannot  be  said  he  was  properly  im* 
prisoned.  In  order  to  this,  there  must  be  a  restraint  both  on  the 
body  and  the  mind." 

Lord  Eskorove. — "  The  custody  of  the  messenger  was  sufficieiit 
imprisonment,  without  actual  commitment.  There  is  no  act  of 
Parliament  inflicting  this  penalty.  See  the  other  act  of  Sederunt 
(N.B.     This  explained  by  decision  in  case  of  Breck  in  Diet.  t.  2.  p. 

169.)" 
Lord  Mosboddo. — ^'  Ought  not  to  inflict  penalties  without  act  of 

Parliament  or  act  of  Sederunt." 

Lord  Dreohorn. — "  Difficulty  from  bond^  which  was  a  compvl- 
ntor.  1  think  the  interlocutor  should  be  altered  so  far  on  the  second 
point — Whether  it  be  a  virtual  discharge  to  her  plea  of  illegal  im- 
prisonment, by  withdrawing  her  appearance  in  the  cetsio  ?" 

Lord  Justice  Clerk. — ^^  I  agree  with  the  general  doctrine.  Bot 
Lord  Bankton  carries  it  too  &r.  Must  not  discharge  the  prindpal ; 
but  why  should  she  be  obliged  to  keep  him  in  prison.  Must  I  ali- 
ment him  upon  the  act  of  grace  ?  She  may  say  I  have  good  men 
bound  to  me.  This  case  still  less  difficult :  for  here  she  does  not 
liberate,  but  only  gives  up  opposition." 

From  Lord  President  Campbeirs  Session  Papers,  Iviii. 

*  Lord  Justice  Clbbk^  Eskgrove,  and  the  other  Judges,  for  ad- 
hering. 

Lord  President  Campbell  (with  whom  was  Lord  Hailes)  for 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.  236 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought  1791. 

to  the  House  of  Lords.  ^— — 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant— The  ground  of  the  judgment 


LAIRO 


V. 


below  was  this : — That  libert  j  to  call  at  a  port  in  England  im-  sobbrtsoit, 
plied  a  power  to  call  at  any  port  without  distinction,  whether  ^^* 
such  port  might  be  in  the  course  of  the  voyage  to  Rotterdam 
or  not ;  that  of  consequence  the  policy  gave  a  power  to  call 
at  Hnll.  And,  supposing  this  to  be  the  case,  a  liberty  to  dis- 
charge at  Hull  must  also  be  implied,  as  by  this  means  the 
voyage  would  only  be  shortened,  and  the  risk  lessened. 
Bat  the  appellant  maintains  that  this  proceeds  upon  a  mis- 
take, in  supposing  that  the  liberty  to  call  at^a  port  in  Eng- 
land gave  a  power  to  call  at  any  port.  In  all  policies,  the 
line  of  the  voyage  to  be  insured  is  specified.  If  it  is  a  trad- 
ing voyage,  the  several  ports  are  particularly  mentioned.  If 
it  is  not  a  trading  voyage,  the  loading  and  discharging  ports 
are  the  points  or  extremes ;  and  the  voyage  insured  is  the 
usual  line  or  course  of  navigation  between  these  two.  A 
liberty  to  call  at  other  ports,  sometimes  in  more  limited, 
Bometiroes  in  more  general  terms,  is  given ;  which  is  often 
necessary  for  various  purposes  different  from  the  unloading 
the  cargo.  It  may  be  for  leaving  or  receiving  advices,  or  to 
put  out,  or  take  in  passengers.  But  these  import  liberty 
only  to  call  at  some  intermediate  port  in  the  course  of  the 
voyage,  lying  in  the  usual  tract  between  the  two  ports  spe- 
cified as  the  two  extremes.  While,  on  the  other  hand,  if  it 
be  intended  to  call  at  a  port,  not  in  the  course  of  the  voy- 
age, that  port  must  be  mentioned  in  the  policy.    In  the 


altering. — The  Lord  President'^said,  •'  That  it  was  a  very  general 
point,  and  ought  to  be  reoonsidered. — Doubt  if  the  interlocutor  right 
It  rather  seems  to  have  been  a  new  voyage,  and  new  adventure  al- 
together ;  and  of  course  that  the  first  policy  was  discharged. — Mr. 
Gammell  himself  seems  to  have  considered  the  matter  in  that  light. 
The  argument  in  the  petition  is  very  strong,  and  is  not  taken  off  by 
the  answers. — I  am  satisfied  that  it  was  a  new  undertaking.  The 
change  in  the  printed  part  of  the  policy  *  with  liberty  to  call  at  any 
port  mr  place,'  is  not  regarded,  unless  a  special  place  be  named.  ,  Vide 
chapter,  *  Demtion,'  in  Park  on  Insurance. — Carter  and  Townshend. 
The  printed  clauses  are  little  attended  to. — Meant  for  cases  of  neces- 
sity.— Besides,  the  vessel  never  set  out  upon  the  voyage  insured  ; 
and  no  vessel  would  go  from  Hull  in  her  way  from  Virginia  to 
Bottardam,  which,  in  reality,  would  not  be  shortening  the  voyage." 
Vide  President  Campbell's  Session  Papers,  vol.  lis. 
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1791.       present  case,  the  vessel  was  to  load  at  Virginia,  and  dis* 

■  charge  at  Rotterdam.     A  liberty  to  call  at  any  port  in  Eng- 

^^^^       land,  could  only  be  understood  a  liberty  to  call  at  a  port 

soBBBTsoN,    in  tho  usual  course  of  sailing  between  the  two  extremes  of 

*         Virginia  and  Rotterdam — in  other  words,  to  call  at  some 

port  in  the  English  Channel,  such  as  Plymouth,  Falmouth, 

Dover,  &c. 

Pleaded  far  the  Respondents. — The  vessel  having  been  en. 
sured  from  her  loading  ports  in  Virginia  to  Rotterdam,  with 
leave  to  call  at  a  port  in  England,  was  lost  on  her  voyage 
from  Virginia  to  Hull,  a  port  in  England.  The  policy  cofer- 
ed  a  voyage  from  Virginia  to  any  port  in  England,  without  any 
view  of  proceeding  further  on  arriving  at  that  port,  because  s 
voyage  may  be  shortened  without  vacating  the  policy,  the 
only  effect  of  shortening  a  voyage  being  to  diminish  the  risk; 
and  by  liberty  to  caU  at  a  port  is  implied  a  power  of  dis- 
charging the  whole,  or  a  part  of  the  cargo,  at  that  port 
The  leave,  therefore,  in  this  case,  to  call  at  a  port  in  Eng- 
land, gave  power  to  call  at  any  port  in  England ;  and  each 
was  the  meaning  of  the  parties. 
After  hearing  counsel, 

Lord  Chancbllob  Thurlow  said  : — 

<(  My  Lords, 

« It  appears  to  me  veiy  unaccountable,  that  merchants  vriU  peniit 
in  using  the  old  form  of  policies,  which  were  extremely  ill  worded, 
and  gave  occasion  to  so  many  law-suits,  which  might  be  avoided  if 
clear  and  fixed  expressions  were  used. — ^In  the  present  case,  I  find 
it  impossible  to  construe  *  from  Virginia  to  Holland  (Rotterdam), 
with  liberty  to  call  at  a  port  in  Eogland,'  as  giving  liberty  to  go 
entirely  out  of  the  course  of  the  voyage,  and  to  call  at  Hull.  If  to 
Hull ;  why  not  to  Liverpool  or  Whitehaven  ?  Bat  I  need  not  enter 
deeply  into  the  subject,  because  the  question  before  the  House  mi 
only, — Whether  the  Court  of  Session  ought  to  have  passed  the  hill 
of  suspension^?  At  same  time^  however,  I  believe  it  will  nof  be  la 
easy  task  to  show,  that  a  voyage  from  Viiginia  to  Rotterdam,  with 
liberty  to  call  at  a  port  in  England,  which  was  the  risk  underfakea 
by  the  appellant,  is  precisely  the  same  thing  with  a  voyage  fmm 
Virginia  to  Hull,  which  was  that  the  vessel  intended  and  actnsllf 
performed,  and  if  the  respondents  did  not  make  out  that,  the  qyp^ 
lant  certainly  was  not  liable.  I  therefore  move  to  reverse,  and  le- 
mit  to  pass  the  bill." 

It  was  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlo* 
cutors  complained  of  be  reversed,  and  that  the  cause 
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be  remitted  back  to  the  Court  of  Session  to  pass  the       ^792. 
bill  of  suspension. 

For  Appellant,  T.  Erakine,  W.  Adam.  pmiIglb. 

For  Respondents,  Sir  John  Scottj  W.  Grant. 


BLLIOT 
V. 


Wm  E1.UOT  of  WeU8.  Esq.  one  of  tho  Free-)  ^      ^„, . 
holders  of  the  County  of  Roxburgh,  3 

Colonel  Robert  Prinule,         .  •  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  5th  March  1792. 

Election  of  Member  of  Parliament — Qualification. — Held, 
where  objection  is  stated  to  the  title  to  be  enrolled  and  to  TOte  for 
a  member  of  Parliament,  the  complaint  must  be  followed  up  with- 
in four  months,  in  terms  of  the  act  16  Geo.  II.  c  11. 

The  respondent  was  enrolled  as  a  freeholder  of  the  coun- 
ty of  Roxburgh,  in  virtue  of  a  conveyance  to  him  for  life  of 
the  hinds  of  Bankhead,  disponed  to  him  by  John  Pringle  of 
Clifton.  The  property  was  a  part  of  the  estate  held  by 
John  Pringle  under  strict  entail,  and  with  strict  prohibitions, 
&c  against  alienation. 

When  ho  applied  to  be  enrolled,  it  was  well  known,  from 
Pringle  having  no  power  to  alienate,  that  this  qualification 
was  fictitious,  but  no  objection  was  taken  at  the  time. 

Thereafter,  at  a  meeting  of  freeholders,  for  the  purpose 
of  electing  a  commissioner  to  serve  in  parliament,  the  appel- 
lant objected  to  the  respondent's  title  as  nominal  and  ficti- 
tious, and  moved  that  he  should  take  the  oath,  but  pre- 
viously that  he  should  answer  certain  interrogatories,  the 
tendency  of  which  was  to  prove,  by  the  respondent's  own 
confession,  that  the  qualification  was  fictitious. 

The  respondent  expressed  his  willingness  to  take  the  oath, 
but  declined  to  answer  the  interrogatories,  because  he  consid- 
ered tho  freeholders  had  no  right  to  put  them.  It  was  answer- 
ed, as  by  the  case  of  the  Aberdeenshire  freeholders  and  Mac- 
pherson,  it  was  determined  in  the  House  of  Lords  that  the 
freeholders  had  a  right  to  investigate  the  reality  of  the  qualifi- 
cation by  other  means  than  putting  the  oath,  he  was  not  entit- 
led to  refuse.  Reply.  He  was  entitled  to  refuse,  because 
the  four  months  vrithin  which,  by  the  act  16  Qeo.  U.  c.  11,  the 
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1792.       freeholders  were  entitled  to  complain  to  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion have  expired.    The  question  thus  came  to  be,  Whe- 


BisnoN      j.i^3p  ^i^Q  freeholders  have  a  right  to  object  and  investigate 

KER,  &c.     the  qualification  of  a  person  upon  the  roll,  although  no 

complaint  be  lodged  against  his  enrolment  within  foor 

months  ? 

Deo.  8, 1790.      The  Lords  found  that  the  freeholders  did  wrong  in  strik* 

ing  the  complainer  off  the  roll ;  and,  on  reclaiming  petition, 

23, they  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  $.  Douglas,  J.  AnstnUher. 
For  Respondent,  W.  GrarUf  TTm*  Dundas. 


Wm.  Simson,  Esq.  of  Viewfield,  .  AppeUani ; 

The  Honourable  Mrs.  Henrietta  Ann 
Eer,  Sister  of  the  deceased  Jane,  Mar- 
chioness of  Lothian,  Douoald  Stewart, 
Professor  of  Moral  Philosophy  in  the  Uni- 
versity  of  Edinburgh,  &  John  Pitcairn,  C  Respondents. 
Merchant  there,  Trustees  appointed  by  J 
the  said  deceased  Marchioness  of  Lo- 
thian, and  John  Wm.  Marquis  of  Lo- 
thian, 

House  of  Lords,  28th  March  1792. 

Superior  and  Vassal — Retention  of  Feu-Dctties — ^Damage 
IN  Working  Coal. — Held,  in  the  special  circumstances,  that  the 
superior  was  not  liable  for  the  damage  sustained  by  his  Tassal,  in 
working  the  coal  by  the  proprietor,  to  whom  the  superior  had  con* 
yeyed  the  coal ;  but  that  the  owner  of  the  coal  was  alone  liaUe, 
and  therefore,  that  he  had  no  right  to  retain  the  feu  dudes. 

July  3,  1748.  Lord  Boss  sold,  and  in  feu  farm  conveyed,  in  considera- 
tion of  the  sum  of  £700,  and  the  feu  duty  of  £50,  &c.  per 
annum,  the  lands  of  Pendriech,  with  the  mansion  bouse 
thereon,  situated  in  the  parish  of  Lasswade,  and  county  of 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.  239 

Edinbni^h ;  but  under  this  reserration,  **  reserying  to  na       1792. 
"  and  our  heirs  and  assignees,  all  and  singular  the  mines  of    


it 
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•*  gold,  silver,  copper,  lead,  coal,  and  other  metals  and  min-      si^bok 

"  ends  whatever  (quarries  of  lime  and  stone  only  excepted),     kbb,  &o. 

"  with  full  power  and  liberty  to  us  and  our  foresaids,  now 

"  and  at  all  time  hereafter,  to  search  for,  work  out,  and  dis- 

"  pose  of  to  our  own  use,  the  said  metals  and  minerals,  and 

'*  to  make  use  of  such  parts  of  the  lands  before  disponed,  as 

"  shall  bo  necessary  for  these  ends,  we  and  our  foresaids 

"  always  satisjying  and  paying  the  whole  damages  which 

"  the  said  Andrew  Simson  and  his  foresaids  shall  sustain 

"  thereby,  according  as  such  damages  shall  be  ascertained 

"  by  two  indifferent  persons  mutually  chosen." 

Some  years  thereafter.  Lord  Ross  conveyed  the  foresaid  Jane  5,  1759. 
lands  of  Pendriech,  under  burden  of  the  above  feu  right,  to 
the  late  Wm.  Henry,  Marquis  of  Lothian,  his  heirs  male  of 
tailzie  and  provision,  whom  failing,  to  his  heirs  snd  assig- 
nees whatsoever,  ''  together  with  the  whole  coal,  metals, 
"  and  minerals  of  eyery  kind,  with  full  power  to  the  said 

Marquis  to  search  for,  work  out,  and  dispose  of  to  their 

own  use  all  such  metals  and  minerals,  and  to  make  use  of 

such  parts  of  the  said  lands  as  shall  be  necessary  to  those 
"  ends,  he  and  his  foresaids  always  satisfying  the  whole  da- 
**  mages  which  the  feuars  and  tenant  of  the  said  lands  shall 
"  sustain  thereby." 

The  above  disposition  to  the  Marquis  of  Lothian  except- 
ed from  the  conveyance  therein  the  said  feu  rights,  and  spe- 
cially that  granted  to  the  appellant's  father,  and  excepting 
also  the  tack  of  the  coal  granted  to  Andrew  Henry. 

The  Marquis  of  Lothian  having  given  these  lands,  with 
the  coal,  to  the  Marchioness  of  Lothian  in  liferent,  he,  of 
this  date,  and  with  consent  of  the  Marchioness  for  her  right  May  8,  1762. 
of  liferent,  conveyed  to  John  Clerk  of  Eldin  the  coal  in  the 
lands  feued  to  the  appellant's  father,  to  be  holden  of  and  un- 
der  the  Marquis  and  his  heirs  or  successors ;  and  Mr.  Clerk 
was  taken  bound  in  the  usual  way  to  pay  the  whole  dama- 
ges occasioned  by  the  working  of  the  coal. 

The  coal,  it  appeared,  came  to  be  wrought  immediately 
under  the  mansion  house  of  Viewfield,  and  considerable  da- 
mage was  done  to  the  house  by  rents  and  sets  in  the  walls 
thereof.  These  were  duly  intimated  by  the  appellant  to 
Mr.  Ainslie,  the  Marquis  of  Lothian's  factor ;  and  at  Whit- 
sunday 1782  he  further  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  re- 
tain the  feu  duties  of  the  foresaid  lands  in  security  and  pay- 
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1792.       ment  of  the  damages  occasioned  for  the  working  of  the 

— — '    coaL 
0IH8ON  Action  was  then  raised  by  the  respondents  for  payment 

KKR&o.  ^f  ^^^  arrears  of  feu-duties  due  by  him  to  the  Marchioness. 
In  defence  to  this  action,  it  was  contended  that  the  Mar- 
quisy  as  superior,  was  liable  for  his  vassal  Mr.  Clerk,  to 
whom  he  had  sold  the  coal,  and  that  Mr.  Clerk  had  wrooght 
the  coal  from  under  the  appellant's  house  of  Viewfield,  and 
other  buildings  on  the  lands  of  Pendreich ;  and  otherwise 
conducted  his  operations  below  ground,  in  such  way  and 
manner  as  tended  greatly  to  the  hurt  and  prejudice  of  tbe 
appellant,  and  by  which  he  had  sustained  great  loss  and 
damage.  In  reply,  the  respondents  stated,  that  when  tbe 
property  of  the  coal  was  transferred  to  Mr.  Clerk,  the  ob- 
ligation to  pay  the  damages  accruing  from  that  period,  was 
also  transferred  against  him,  just  as  it  had  been  when  tbe 
superiority  of  the  lands,  with  the  coal,  were  conveyed  to  tbe 
Marquis  by  Lord  Ross,  so  also  the  obligation  to  pay  the  dam- 
ages  was  transferred  against  him.  Accordingly,  against  Mr. 
Clerk,  the  appellant's  father  had  raised  legal  proceedings, 
and  had  obtained  decree  for  the  sum  of  £236  as  damages 
done  by  the  working  of  the  coal,  which  was  a  tacit  confes- 
sion that  he  alone  was  liable. 
Jan.  31, 1789.      jj^^ Lq^^ Ordinary  pronounced  this  interlocutor. — "  Finds, 

"  That  as  in  the  original  feu  right  granted  to  Andrew  Sim- 
''  son,  the  defender's  father,  in  1748,  there  is  a  resenration 
"  of  the  coal,  and  of  full  power  and  liberty  to  search  for, 
work,  and  dispose  of  the  same,  in  favour  of  Lord  Ross  tbe 
grantor,  he  and  his  foresaids  always  satisfying  and  pay- 
ing the  whole  damage  sustained  thereby,  it  follows,  that 
"  upon  the  property  of  the  coal  being  transferred  to  a  third 
"  party,  the  obligation  to  pay  the  ^amages  was  of  conne 
"  transferred  against  the  disponee,  from  the  commencement 
*^  of  his  right,  and  the  obligation  on  Lord  Ross  and  bis 
*'  heirs  ceased,  except  as  to  bygones;  and  that,  in  the  same 
*'  way,  when  the  property  of  the  coal,  and  the  power  of 
working  it,  came,  after  passing  through  the  hands  of  tbe 
late  Marquis  of  Lothian,  to  be  vested  in  Mr.  John  Cleric 
of  Eldin,  in  consequence  of  his  purchase  from  the  Marqnis 
''  in  the  year  1762,  the  obligation  to  pay  the  damages  was 
"  of  course  transferred  against  Mr.  Clerk,  and  against  him 
'*  alone :  Finds  that,  accordingly,  from  the  time  of  Mr. 
''  Clerk's  purchase,  it  was  from  him  that  the  damage  was 
''  claimed  on  account  of  his  working  the  coal ;  and  that  it 
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"  was  between  the  defender  and  Mr.  Clerk  alone,  that  first       1792. 

"  an  ineffectaal  submission,  and  afterwards  a  tedious  litigation    -^^— — 

"  took  place,  with  respect  to  the  amount  of  that  damage ;      ""sow 

"  which  last  terminated  in  a  decree  of  this  Court  in  the  year     ker,  &c. 

'*  1784,  ascertaining  the  total  amount  of  the  damage  from 

"  the  year  1764  to  the  year  1784,  and  decerning  Mr.  Clerk 

**  to  pay  the  same ;  and  which  sum  he  accordingly  agreed  to 

*'  pay,  and  a  discharge  was  wrote  out,  but  to  which  his  sub- 

"  scription  was  refused ;  some  dispute  having  arisen  which 

"  of  the  parties  was  entitled  to  the  custody  of  the  decree  in 

"  the  expense  of  extracting,  which  Mr.  Clerk  had  been 

"  found  liable ;  and  which  settled  a  variety  of  other  points 

"  of  dispute  between  the  parties,  besides  the  extent  of  the 

"  damages.    Therefore,  both  on  the  general  ground,  and 

'*  the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case,  repels  the  de- 

'*  fence ;  finds  the  defender  liable  to  the  pursuers  in  the 

"  feu-duties  libelled." 

On  representing  against  this  interlocutor,  the  Lord  Ordin-  j^j^^  2  1789. 
ary  adhered.  On  representation  by  the  respondents,  the 
Lord  Ordinary  pronounced  this  interlocutor : — "  In  respect 
"  that  Mr.  Simson  insisted  for  his  damages,  first  before  ar- 
"  biters,  and  afterwards  before  this  Court,  where  he  obtain- 
"  ed  a  decree  against  Mr.  Clerk,  and  against  him  only,  with- 
'*  out  ever  making  any  intimation  to  his  superior, — that  it  is 
**  admitted  Mr.  Clerk  is  solvent,  and  that  be  suspended  the 
"  charge  given  for  the  sum  decreed  for  damages  by  his 
*'  Court,  singly  on  pretence  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  cus* 
*'  tody  of  the  decree*  and  that  it  is  plain  his  suspension  must 
'*  at  any  rate  have  been  refused,  had  Mr.  Simson  so  inclined, 
except  qrwad  as  much  as  was  sufficient  to  pay  for  another 
extract ;  alters  the  interlocutor,  in  so  far  as  it  finds  the  de« 
fender  liable  in  no  other  expense  but  that  of  extracting 
the  decree ;  and  finds  him  liable  in  the  expense  of  process, 
and  modifies  the  same,  as  hitherto  incurred,  to  £10,  and 
"  decerns.  And  as  to  interest  now  claimed,  finds  the  de- 
"  fender  liable  for  interest  on  the  feu-duties  libelled  from 
"  the  date  of  citation  in  the  action^  and  decern^." 

The  appellants  presented  a  petition  to  the  Court,  who  at 
first  altered  the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  but,  on  jy^^27  1790 
petition  by  the  respondents,  "  they  alter  the  interlocutor 
*'  formerly  pronounced  :  Find  that  the  respondent,  Mr.  Sim- 
"  son,  is  not  entitled  to  retain  the  feu-duties  payable  by  him 
'*  to  the  superior,  on  account  of  any  damage  which  he  has 
«  sustained,  or  may  sustain,  by  the  working  of  the  coal  now 
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1792.       «  belonging  to  Mr.  Clerk  of  Eldin,  within  the  respondenfi 
—    **  lands,  after  the  commencement   of  Mr.   Clerk's  right 
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"  Therefore  repel  the  defence  made  by  him  against  payment 

KER,  &c«     ''of  the  fen-duties."    On  petition  to  the  Court  agtunst  ibk 

Jan.  18, 1791.  interlocutor  the  Court  adhered.     Then  he  o£Eered  a  bill  of 

May  31 1791.  suspension  of  these  judgments, — ^the  bill  was  refused.   And, 

lastly,  he  brought  a  declarator,  but  the  Lord  Ordinary  as- 
Feb.  2, 1791.  soilzied  ^^  the  Marquis  of  Lothian,  and  decerns."* 


*  Opinions  of  Judges  :— 

Lord  Frbsidbnt  Campbell. — '*  This  is  a  question  between  n- 
perior  and  Tassal,  for  damages  sustained  by  working  the  coal,  and 
retention  of  the  feu  duties  in  consequence  of  such  damage. 

*^  "By  the  original  principles  of  Che  feudal  law,  the  superior  could 
not  alienate  the  dominium  directum  without  the  consent  of  his  vaanL 
Craig,  lib.  2,  tit  12^  §  35.  The  power  of  alienation  is  now  com- 
plete in  him;  but  it  must  be  a  total,  not  a  partial  alienati<m> 
Hence  superiors  cannot  be  multiplied  oyer  the  TBSsal*  and  a  subal- 
tem  superior  cannot  be  interposed  between  and  the  yassal  without 
his  consent. 

**  When  the  superior  reserves  to  himself  a  power  of  working  ooal, 
or  any  other  mineral  below  ground^  this,  although  not  one  of  the 
essentialia  of  the  dominium  directum^  becomes  one  of  the  accidadd- 
liuj  or,  in  other  words,  one  of  the  rights  reserved  to  the  superior  by 
stipulation  out  of  the  feu.  It  must,  in  a  feudal  sense,  belong  eider 
to  the  superior  or  to  the  vassal,  both  of  whom  are  inieft  in  the  whole 
dominium  of  the  lands,  for  although  it  may  be  assigned,  t.  e.  the  li- 
berty may  be  communicated  to  a  third  party,  yet  such  third  pstj 
can  only  enjoy  it  under  the  granter,  as  a  mere  liberty  or  pririlege, 
which  he  derives  from  him,  in  the  same  way  as  he  would  do  a  power 
of  cutting  down  the  trees,  or  reaping  the  grain  upon  the  solum  of  the 
feu.  The  superior  and  the  vassal  still  continued  bound  to  one  aso- 
ther  as  the  two  contracting  parties.  The  feu  duty  is  a  securitf  to 
the  one,  and  the  rents  to  the  other,  against  all  breach  of  the  fenU 
contract 

'*•  The  superior  and  the  vassal,  though  less  intimately  oonneded 
now  than  formerly,  are  still  liable  in  mutual  duties  and  obligations  to 
one  another ;  and  these  may  be  more  or  less  extensive  according  to 
the  bargain  which  they  make.  Each  party  may  now  sell  his  right; 
but  the  question  is,  Whether  he  must  not  convey  it  entire  if  he 
means  to  Hberate  himself  from  the  feudal  engagement  The  vaenl 
may  grant  a  subfeu  of  a  part ;  he  may  even  sell  a  part  to  be  hoUeo 
a  me^  but  he  cannot  do  so  without  remaining  bound  to  the  superior  is 
the  whole  prestations  of  the  feu  contract.  Neither  he  nor  die  pv- 
chaser  can  insist  that  the  feu-duty  or  casualty  should  be  divided. 
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A)|rainBt  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought  1792. 

to  the  House  of  Lords.  

Pleaded  by  the  Appdlant-^By  the  feu  charter  to  the  ap-  ""J"^" 

pellant's  father.  Lord  Ross,  the  grantor,  at  the  same  time  ur,  &c. 


**  In  the  same  waj,  the  superior  cannot  parcel  out  the  superiority, 
nr  the  prestations  incumbent  on  the  yassal,  bj  dividing  them  into 
parts,  without  consent  of  the  yassal,  though  he  may  convey  the  whole 
88  nJMs  individuumt  e,  g.,  suppose  he  should  grant  an  assignment  of 
the  feu  liaties  to  a  creditor,  he  still  continues  as  much  bound  to  his 
vaanl  in  every  counter  prestation  as  if  no  such  thing  had  happened, 
and  the  vassal  may  retain  the  feu  duties  for  implement  of  any  pres- 
tation incumbent  on  the  superior. 

'*  In  the  present  case,  he  has  done  less ; — he  has  only  assigned 
one  of  the  adventitious  prestations,  which  he  stipulated  to  himself 
out  of  the  feu,  leaving  the  feu  duties  still  payable  as  before,  which 
feu  duties  the  vassal  is  entitled  to  retain,  if  the  counter  part  of  the 
ohligatioa  in  the  feudal  contract  is  not  made  good  to  him. 

'^  The  peritioner  considers  a  stratum  of  coal  as  a  separatum  tene- 
meniumj  which,  like  a  reserved  &rm,  may  be  granted  in  feu  to  an- 
other vassal,  and  what  gires  rise  to  this  idea  is,  that  in  granting  the 
privilege  of  working  the  coal  to  Mr.  Clerk,  he  has  done  it  in  the  form 
of  a  disposition  with  a  precept  of  sasine.    But  this  seems  to  be  a 
deception.     A  lease  has  often  been  constituted  by  infeftment,  and 
yet  is  not  a  proper  subject  of  a  feudal  grant.     A  piece  of  stone,  or  a 
piece  of  coal  below  the  surface  of  the  earth,  is  as  little  a  proper  sub- 
ject of  it.     The  petitioner^  as  crown  vassal  in  the  lands  of  Pendriech, 
has  right  to  the  lands  a  cotlo  ad  centrum.    Mr.  Simson,  as  subvassal, 
has  exactly  the  same  right  quoad  the  dominium  utile,  excepting  only 
that  he  has  agreed  to  suffer  the  superior,  and  his  heirs  and  assignees, 
to  work  out  the  seams  of  coal,  and  certain  other  minerals,  if  they  are 
found  within  the  lands.     If  there  shall  happen  to  be  no  such  miner- 
als, the  whole  solum  of  the  estate  usque  ad  centrum,  belongs  to  Mr. 
&n8on.     He  has  right  to  every  thing  except  these  minerals,  e,  g,, 
stone,  Kme,  sand,  earth,  water,  &c.     The  wastes  will  also  belong  to 
him  after  the  coal  and  minerals  are  wrought  out.    The  subject  there- 
fore of  reservation  is  a  mere  privilege  of  working  certain  mines 
and   minerals,    which  does  not  radically  affect  the  feudal  title, 
but  is   merely  a  servitude  or  burden  upon  it.    This  the  vassal 
must  submit  to,  because  it  is  a  condition  of  his  grant ;  but,  it  is 
eqoally  a  condition,  or  inherent  quality  of  this  grant,  that  his  sur« 
face  damages  shall  be  paid ;  and  this  last  is  as  much  a  servitude, 
or  burden  upon  the  dominium  direcium,  as  the  other  is  a  burden  up- 
on the  dominium  utile*    It  is  admitted  to  be  a  burden  upon  the  re* 
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1792.       he  reserved  the  coal,  also  bound  and  obliged  him,  and  his 
*  heirs  and  assignees,  to  pay  all  damages  to  be  occasioned  bj 
the  working  of  the  same.     The  same  obligation  was  impos- 
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served  right  of  working,  t.  e,  upon  the  mineral  which  is  to  be 
wrought,  but  it  is  said  to  be  no  burden  upon  any  of  the  other  reserr- 
ed  rights,  particularly  the  feu  duty.  But  where  is  this  distinction  to 
be  found  in  the  feu  contract  ?  Every  burden  to  which  the  vassal  u 
subject  is  a  burden  upon  the  whole  dominium  utile  given  to  him;  and 
there  is  no  reason  why  every  burden  to  which  the  superior  has  nb* 
jected  himself,  should  not  be  equally  upon  every  part  of  the  estate  or 
interest  which  he  has  reserved. 

*'  It  is  said  that  he  may  assign,  and  that  the  word  assignees  in  the 
clause  of  reservation,  means,  assignees  in  the  coal.  That  he  may  as- 
sign, t.  e.  convey  his  total  right,  is  undoubtedly  true.  That  he-  may  al- 
so assign  it  in  parts,  he  himself  remaining  liable,  is  equally  tme.  Bot 
the  question  is,  Whether  he  can  be  entitled  to  render  the  condition 
of  his  vassal  worse  by  any  partial  alienation  ?  It  is  a  possible  case, 
that  by  undermining  the  surface,  the  whole  of  it  may  be  rendered 
waste.  If  this  shall  happen,  may  not  the  vassal  retain  his  feu  dntj, 
which  was  the  full  rent  of  the  surface  at  the  time  ?  Will  it  be 
said,  you  shall  continue  to  pay  your  feu  duty  to  the  superior,  and 
have  recourse  to  a  personal  action  against  the  proprietor  of  a  subject 
which  does  not  exist,  viz.  the  coal  now  wrought  out  ? 

"  It  seems  to  be  admitted,  that  if  the  coal  was  only  let  on  lease, 
supposing  for  99  years,  or  for  1000  years,  the  superior,  as  graoterof 
the  lease,  would  be  liable,  as  well  as  the  lessee,  for  the  damifgei 
But  where  is  the  difference  between  this  and  a  total  sale  of  the  eool, 
if  it  be  exhaustible  in  a  much  shorter  period  ?  It  is  easy,  at  tUs 
rate,  to  avoid  the  obligation,  by  only  calculating  the  number  of  jean 
within  which  the  coal  may  be  wrought  out ;  and  instead  of  a  lack 
duty,  and  the  form  of  a  lease,  taking  a  price  or  grassum  payable  at 
once,  equivalent  to  the  whole  rents  for  so  many  years.  In  hot,  tbe 
right  to  the  coal  in  this  case  is  held  by  Mr.  Clerk  as  a  subaltern  pR>- 
prietor,  under  the  Marquis  of  Lothian,  the  disposition  containii^ 
only  a  precept  of  sasine  de  me,  so  that  the  Marquis  is  his  superior  ia 
that  right,  and  ought  to  answer  for  him  to  Mr.  Simson,  the  vassal  ia 
the  lands,  in  the  same  way  as  if  Clerk's  right  was  only  a  lease. 

**  But  after  all,  upon  reconsidering  these  notes,  I  rather  incline  now 
to  think  that  the  coal  and  the  surface  may  be  held  as  separata  iate- 
menta  by  different  proprietors  or  vassals  with  different  redendos ;  and 
that  it  may  be  a  condition  in  their  different  rights,  expressed  or  im- 
plied,, that  the  superior  is  not  to  be  liable  for  damages  done  by  the 
one  to  the  other.     In  the  present  case^  there  is  no  express  stipnla- 
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ed  upon  the  Marquis  of  Lothian,  by  a  clause  in  the  convey-       i'^^'^- 
ance  by  the  heirs  of  Lord  Ross  to  him,  in  the  same  words 
with  that  in  the  feu  charter  to  the  appellant's  father.     And 


tion  of  that  kind  ;  but  it  may  be  understood,  that  when  the  vassal  in 
the  lands  agreed  to  accept  of  his  feu  right,  under  the  condition  of  a 
reserved  right  in  the  superior  to  dispose  of  the  coal  at  pleasure,  he 
tacitly  consented  to  what  has  happened." 

Lord  Hbmderland. — '*  As  to  the  contract,  it  was  doubtful^  in 
pomt  of  law,  whether  a  party  using  a  reserved  right  was  to  pay  da- 
mages or  not.  The  clause  here  has  been  put  in  to  settle  that  ques- 
tion. He  binds  his  heirs  and  assignees  in  the  right  reserved.  He 
might  have  sold  the  superiority,  reserving  the  coal." 

Lord  Swinton. — "  I  am  for  adhering  to  the  interlocutor.  A  feu 
contract  is  optima  ^de*  There  may  be  no  coal  there,  and  yet  much 
damage  occasioned  by  searching  for  it.  It  may  be  sold  to  bankrupts 
(in  which  case  he  may  insist  for  caution  for  the  damage  that  may 
accrue  from  working  the  coal).  Besides,  coal  is  a  fungible,  and  may 
be  exhausted.  Heirs  and  assignees,  not  only  in  the  coal,  but  in  the 
whole  subject.  See  clause  of  tenendas  which  sets  forth  '  our  heirs 
and  assignees  in  the  lands  of  Pendriech,*  "  &c. 

Lord  Hajles. — "  The  words  '  may  be,*  &q.  must  be  left  out." 

Lord  Dreghorn "  This  is  a  condition  as  well  as  a  reservation, 

and  appears  to  be  made  real.  If  sold  to  a  bankrupt,  he  may  stop  the 
tacksman  until  damages  paid,  or  caution  found.  In  all  cases  where 
right  is  assignable^  the  cedent  is  liberated  when  the  assignation  is 
completed.  There  is  a  case  in  1 7i)2,  Trotter  v.  Denniston.  Pit- 
four's  opinion  was  that  assignee  in  such  a  case  was  alone  liable.  Be- 
ing a  fungible,  I  do  not  consider  the  coal  a  separate  property,  and 
therefore  not  a  proper  subject  of  feu." 

Lord  Eskgrove.— "  I  am  against  the  interlocutor.  The  clauses 
referred  to  by  Lord  Swinton  are  applicable  to  the  superiority  alone. 
Suppose  he  had  sold  the  superiority  itself,  would  his  heirs  have  con- 

tiaaed  bound  V 

Lord  Justice  Clerk. — **  This  question  might  havtf  been  settled 
by  a  few  words  in  the  contract ;  the  question  being,  What  the  par- 
ties meant  by  it  ?  Different  estates  may  be  created  in  land,  e.g. 
lands  and  teinds— and  may  hold  of  different  superiors.  Mines  and 
minerals  may  also  belong  to  different  parties,  because  they  are  pro* 
per  subjects  of  feudation,  and  may  hold  of  different  superiors.  The 
statute  1392,  about  mines  of  silver,  allowed  to  feu  them  to  the  Jree- 
holder g^  which  meant  proprietors*  Coal  is  not  a  part  of  the  dominium 
directum  but  a  part  of  the  dominium  utile  ;  and  when  sold  goes  to 
the  purchaser  cum  iuo  onere. 
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246  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

^7^^'       the  liferent  right  granted  to  the  Marchioness  of  Lothian  by 


^^^  the  Marquis,  was  made  subject  to  the  same  obligation  to 
V,  pay  damages,  by  a  similar  clause  in  her  contract  of  marriage. 
UB,  &c.  But  the  conveyance  of  the  coal  to  Mr.  Clerk  did  not  free  the 
Marquis  or  Marchioness  from  that  obligation,  because  that 
con?eyance  gave  to  Mr.  Clerk  only  a  subordinate  right, 
liolden  under  the  Marquis  of  Lothian ;  according  to  the 
principles  of  the  feudal  law,  by  which  the  rights  to  landed 
estates  in  Scotland  are  governed,  the  Marquis  of  Lothian  u, 
in  law,  the  proprietor  of  the  coal.  Besides,  where  a  snpe- 
rior  feus  lands  to  a  vassal^  reserving  the  coal  and  other  mi- 
nerals, under  an  obligation  to  pay  all  damages  to  be  occa- 
sioned by  the  working  thereof,  the  superior  cannot  get  quit 
of  the  obligation  he  has  come  under,  and  throw  it  exclu- 
sively on  any  third  party  to  whom  he  may  convey  the  right 
to  work  the  coal*  Until  the  vassal  has  consented  to  hold 
another  bound,  the  superior  must  remain  liable  to  the 
vassal. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent — By  the  terms  of  the  fea 
contract,  by  which  the  appellant  acquired  the  c2omtmtun 
utile  of  the  lands,  Lord  Ross  was  not  barred  from  sepaiat- 
ing  the  superiority  of  the  lands  from  the  right  of  the  coal. 
On  the  contrary,  Lord  Ross  was  at  full  liberty  to  give  the 
superiority  of  the  land  to  one  person,  and  the  right  to  the 
coal  to  another.     There  is  no  clause  in  the  fen  contract  eaj- 
ing,  that  when  these  two  estates,  that  is,  the  estate  consist- 
ing of  the  superiority  of  the  lands,  and  the  estate  consistiDg 
of  the  property  of  the  coal,  which  are  two  estates  altogether 
distinct,  belong  to  different  persons,  the  proprietor  of  the 
superiority  shall  be  liable  to  the  vassal  for  the  damage 
done  to  his  lands  by  the  owner  of  the  coal.    As  there  is  no 
express  clause  in  the  feu  charter  to  this  effect,  so  neither  ii 
there  any  clause*,  the  meaning  of  which  imports  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  parties  to  lay  the  superior  under  such  an 
obligation.    It  is  true  that  the  feu  contract,  after  reserring 
the  coal,  says  that  Lord  Ross  and  his  foresaids,  that  is,  his 
heirs  and  assignees,  shall  be  liable  to  the  vassal  for  the 
damage  done  to  his  property  by  working  the  coaL    But,  bj 
the  fair  rules  of  construction,  no  more  is  here  meant,  than 
that  Lord  Ross*  assigns  in.  the  coal  shall  be  liable  for  the 
damage  which  they  do  to  the  vassal  in  the  exercise  of  thdr 
property.     The  obligation  is  laid  upon  them  in  the  daase 
of  reservation,  and  it  must  be  understood  applicando  singfh 


[M.  8193.] 

Thomas  Hog  ofNewliston,  Esq.,  Appellant; 

Rebecca  Lashley  or  Hog,   and  Thomas  )    j, 
Lashley,  her  Husband,  J  Respondents. 

House  of  Lords,  20th  April  and  7th  May  1792. 

LsoniM  —  Lex  Domicilh  —  Disghabob  op  Lbgitim  —  How  it 
Operates  —  Homologation  —  Child's  Share  of  Goods  in 
Communion — Heritable  or  Moveable — Goyebnment  Annui- 
ties— French  Funds.— >^  Scotsman  by  birth  left  his  country 
early  in  life,  and  settled  in  London,  and  married  an  English  lady 
there.  He  acquired  a  large  fortune,  and  purchased  the  estate  of 
Newhston  in  Scotland,  to  which  he  sometime  thereafterretired,  and 
died  there*  By  will  the  appellant  was  left  the  whole  heritable  and 
moyeable  estate.  The  eldest  daughter,  the  respondent,  was  mar- 
ried to  Dr.  Lashley,  and,  on  her  marriage,  it  was  proposed  to  give 
her  £2000  as  her  fortune.  A  correspondence  was  entered  into,  by 
which  £700  of  this  sum  was  paid  them  on  bond,  and  further  cor- 
respondence was  entered  into  in  regard  to  the  balance  when  the 
&ther  died.**  The  younger  children  had  all  discharged  their  father 
for  their  shares  of  the  legitim.  But  the  respondent  claimed  her 
kgitim,  and  also  a  share  of  the  goods  in  communion,  as  due  at 
her  mothei^s  death,  and  she  raised  an  action  against  the  appellant, 
her  brother,  concluding  for  payment.    Held,  L  That  she  was  not 
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la  HngtMs.    It  would  have  been  a  most  abeurd  stipulation       1792. 
upon  the  part  of  Lord  Ross,  had  he  subjected  his  successors    ■ 
in  the  superiority  in  the  damage  which  might  be  done  to      "»«<>» 
the  vassal  by  his  successors  in  the  separate  estate  of  the     ksr/stc. 
coal,  with  which  his  successors  in  the  superiority  were  to 
have  DO  connection.    And  nothing  is  more  absurd  and  un- 
tenable in  law,  than  to  say  that,  independently  of  the  ab- 
sence of  all  express  stipulation^  the  superior  was  at  common 
law  liable  for  the  deeds  of  his  vassal. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Sir  J.  Scott,  J.  Anstruther. 
For  Ilespondents,  R.  Dundas^  W.  Tait 
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]792.  barred  from  homologation  or  acquiescence.    2.  That  the  claim  of 

■  legitim  was  not  excluded  by  Mr.  Hog's  last  settlement.    3.  Tbat 

Hoo  as  the  marriage  articles  did  not  bind  his  fortune,  so  they  could  not 

,  .  —*'     9        preclude  the  mother,  had  she  surrived,  from  claiming  her  legal 

snare.  4.  That  the  renunaation  of  their  shares  by  the  younger 
children  operated  in  fevour  of  the  respondent,  Mrs.  Lashley  or  Hog. 
5.  That  the  personal  succession  must  be  regulated  by  the  lex  do- 
miciliiy  which  was  Scotland^  and  therefore  included  the  funds  both 
in  England  and  elsewhere  ;  and  that  the  Goyemment  annuities 
were  moveable. 

Robort  Hog,  afterwards  of  NewKston,  was  a  native  of 
Scotland,  and  left  that  country  early  in  youth,  and  settled 
in  London  as  a  merchant,  where  he  married  an  English 
lady,  Miss  Rachel  Missing,  and  acquired  a  considerable  for- 
tune in  business,  besides  obtaining  £3000  with  bis  wife. 

On  his  marriage  with  Miss  Rachel  Missing,  a  contract  of 
marriage  was  entered  into,  whereby  the  wife's  portion  was 
to  be  vested  in  lands  in  England,  for  behoof  of  them  in  life- 
rent and  their  children  equally  in  fee.  He  afterwards  pur- 
chased the  estate  of  Newliston,  near  Edinburgh,  at  £18,000, 
to  which  place  ho  soon  afterwards  retired.  This  marriage 
1760.  was  dissolved  by  the  death  of  Mrs.  Hog  in  1760,  leafing 
three  sons  and  three  daughters. 

Rebecca,  the  respondent,  and  eldest  daughter,  marriedDr. 
Thomas  Lashley,  then  a  student  of  medicine  at  college,  and 
a  native  of  Barbadoes.  The  marriage,  in  consequence  of 
having  been  gone  into  without  the  knowledge  and  consent  of 
the  father,  created  displeasure,  and  induced  them  to  retire 
to  Barbadoes.  On  this  the  father  proposed  to  give  his 
daughter  £2000  of  portion.  They  went  to  that  island  a^ 
cordingly,  but  nothing  more  than  £700  was  paid,  for  which 
Dr.  Lashley  granted  his  bond  ;  and  some  letters  passed  be- 
tween the  parties  as  to  the  remainder  of  his  wife's  fortune, 
in  which  expressions  wore  used  on  the  part  of  the  son-in-law 
that  indicated  an  acknowledgment  that  the  £2000  was  to 
be  all  the  fortune  or  claim  he  could  expect,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  one  letter,  which  expressed  larger  views,  and  hinted 
at  a  claim  of  a  more  extensive  nature. .  On  the  part  of  Mr. 
Hog,  his  letters  in  reply,  gave  him  to  understand  that  the 
£2000  was  to  be  all,  and  to  make  his  daughter  equal  with 
"  my  other  family."  These  propositions  came  to  nothing; 
but,  in  1771,  Mr.  Hog  gave  directions  to  pay  Mrs.  Lashlej 
£65  per  annum,  being  the  interest  of  the  £1300,  the  ba- 
lance of  the  £2000,  after  deducting  the  £700  paid.     He 
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afterwards  executed  a  bond  of  provision  for  the  £1300,  as       ^^^^' 
well  as  bonds  of  provision  for  each  of  his  other  daughters.    — - 
He  executed  additional  bonds  of  provision  to  all  his  daugh-  ^, 

ters  for  £500  more,  and  was  in  the  course  of  executing  ad-  i-^shlkt,  &c. 
ditional  bonds  for  a  further  sum  of  £500  to  each  when  he 
died.  Mar.  19, 1789. 

His  eldest  son,  the  appellant,  was,  by  general  settlement 
in  his  favour,  left  the  whole  heritable  and  moveable  estate, 
snbject  to  payment  of  his  debts,  and  of  these  provisions. 
His  personal  estate  was  considerable,  and  chiefly  vested  in  a 
banking  concern  in  London,  and  part  in  English  and  French 
stock  or  funds,  which  was  to  go,  with  the  landed  estate 
in  Scotland,  to  the  appellant.  AU  the  daughters,  except 
Mrs.  Lashley,  had,  on  their  marriage,  accepted  their 
provisions,  in  full  of  all  they  could  claim  and  demand,  on 
account  of  their  legitim,  and  discharged  their  father  ac- 
cordingly. So  had  Alexander  and  Hodger,  the  younger  sons, 
on  receiving  certain  sums  in  full;  but  no  discharge  had  been 
granted  by  Mrs,  Lashley  or  husband.  After  their  father's 
death,  the  latter  rejected  the  legal  provisions  referred  to;  and 
raised  the  present  action,  setting  forth,  that  at  her  mother's 
death  Mrs  Lashley,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  was  entitled  to 
a  proportion  of  the  goods  in  communion,  being  a  third,  call- 
ed dead's  part,  falling  to  her  as  one  of  her  mother's  next  of 
kin ;  and  that,  at  her  father's  death,  she  was  entitled  to  one 
half  of  the  whole  personal  estate  of  the  deceased  as  legitim 
— her  other  brothers  and  sisters  having  accepted  of  the  pro- 
vision noade  by  their  father,  and  renounced  and  discharged 
their  several  claims  of  provision.  Both  claims  she  estimated 
at  £30,000,  or  £15,000  each. 

The  defences  stated  were,  1.  That  both  claims  were  bar- 
red by  the  bonds  of  provision  granted  to  them,  and  their  ac- 
ceptance and  homologation  thereof,  declared  by  their  seve- 
ral letters  produced  in  Court.  2.  It  was  also  excluded  by 
the  father's  deed  of  settlement.  3.  That  the  claim  of  legi- 
tim could  not  extend  over  the  deceased'^s  property  in  Eng- 
land and  France ;  and,  4.  That  she  could  not  avail  herself  of, 
or  derive  any  benefit  from  the  ditschargcs  and  renunciations 
granted  by  the  other  younger  children,  so  as  to  claim  the 
whole  legitim,  but  only  a  third  thereof,  there  being  two 
other  younger  children  alive  at  the  death  of  Mr.  Hog,  who 
would  have  received  an  equal  share  of  said  legitim  but  for 
their  discharges  and  renunciation  in  favour  of  their  father, 
granted  on  receiving  sums  in  lieu  thereof. 


4« 
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1792.  By  yariooB  interlocutors  the  Court  found,  1.  That  the  pur- 

" suer's  were  not  barred  by  homologation,  acquiescence,  or 

p^         acceptance  on  their  part,  and  that  the  letters  and  corre- 
LASHLET,  &c.  spondenco  adduced  did  not  prove  this.     2.  That  this  claim 
ec.  2,  1790.  Qf  legitim  was  not  excluded  by  Mr.  Hog's  last  settlement 
3.  That  the  marriage  articles  of  Robert  Hog  with  Mies 
Missing,  as  they  did  not  bind  the  father's  fortune,  so  could 
Dec.24, 1790.  not  preclude  the  mother,  had  she  survived,  from  claiming 
her  legal  share.    4.  ''  That  the  renunciation  of  their  claim 
"  of  legitim  by  the  younger  children  operated  in  favour  ci 
Judo  7,  1791. «  the  pursuer  (Mrs.  Rebecca  Hog),  and  has  the  same  effect 
"  as  the  natural  death  of  the  renouncers  would  have  had ; 
*'  and  as  she  is  the  only  child  who  did  not  renounce,  find 
*'  her  entitled  to  the  whole  legitim ;  being  one  half  of  that 
"  free  personal  estate  belonging  to  her  father  at  the  time  of 
Nov.  29,1791.  "  his  decease."*    5.  "  That  the  succession  must  be  regulat- 
ed by  the  lex  domicilii;"   and,  consequently,  that  this 
claim  of  legitim  extends  to  such  personal  effects  in  £ng- 
*'  land  or  elsewhere,  as  well  as  in  Scotland."*    6.  The  Court 
hereafter  found,  on  further  advising  a  reclaiming  petition, 
"  that  the  government  annuities  in  England  fall  under  the 
I>ec.23, 1791.  "  pursuer's  claim  of  legitim,"  but  remitted  to  hear  further 
as  to  the  government  annuities  in  France.*    7.  Also  remit  to 
hear  parties  further  upon  the  pursuer's  claim,  in  right  of  her 
mother,  to  a  share  of  the  goods  in  communion  at  the  disso- 
lution of  the  marriage. 

An  appeal  was  brought  against  those  interlocutors  as 
find,  1.  That  the  letters  and  correspondence  produced  do 
not  prove  homologation  and  acquiescence  sufficient  to  bar 
action.  2.  That  the  respondent's  claim  of  legitim  is  not 
excluded  bj  the  deed  of  settlement.  3.  That  the  claim  of 
legitim  extends  to  personal  estate  in  England  or  elsewhere^, 
as  well  as  in  Scotland.  4.  That  the  renunciation  and  dis- 
charge of  the  younger  children  operate  in  favour  of  the 
child  not  renouncing.  5.  That  the  government  annuities  in 
England  are  moveable,  and  fall  under  the  respondent's  claim 
of  legitim. 

Pleaded  (by  Mr.  Grant^  for  the  Appellant.-^^Tlda  case 
is  brought  under  the  consideration  of  your  Lordships,  in 
order  to  settle  some  points  of  very  general  importance  in 
the  law  of  Scotland. 


*   Fide  Opinions  of  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Session  at  the  end 
of  the  case. 
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By  that  law,  a  person  having  neither  wife  nor  child,  may        1792. 
dispose  of  his  property  in  what  manner  he  pleases.     In  mar-    ' 
riage,  if  there  be  no  special  contract  to  exclude  it,  a  com-       ^^ 
munion   of  moToables  takes  plabe  between  husband  and  lashlbt,  &e. 
wife.    Bat  if  a  man  die,  leaving  a  wife  and  children,  one- 
third  part  of  his  personal  property  goes  to  his  wife,  which 
is  called  the  ju8  relictce ;  one-third  part  to  the  children, 
which  is  styled  the  legitim ;  and  the  remainder,  called  the 
dead!s  part^  the  owner  may  dispose  of  to  whom  he  pleases. 
This  right  of  legitim  may  be  renounced,  with  or  without  a 
consideration ;    and  upon  such  renunciation,   the  general 
doctrine  seems  to  be,  that  the  share  of  the  child  renouncing 
accrues  to  the  other  children,  unless  a  contrary  intention  of 
the  father  has  been  manifested.    From  what  has  been  said, 
it  appears  that  the  right  of  logitim  goes  to  one  half  of 
whatever  personal  property  the  father  dies  possessed  of, 
that  is,  not  affected  by  i\iQ  jus  relicUs. 
In  this  case,  five  points  will  arise. 

1.  What  will  be  the  effect  of  an  implied  renunciation, 
supposing  it  to  exist  in  fact  in  this  case  ?  2.  Whether  the 
right  of  the  children  to  legitim  may  not  be  barred  by  a  deed 
inter  vivoa^  executed  by  the  father  in  hislifetime.  3.  Whether 
the  share  of  a  child  renouncing  does  not  accrue  to  the  fa- 
ther, so  as  to  enable  him  to  dispose  of  it  by  will?  4.  Whether, 
though  the  deed  executed  by  Mr.  Hog  be  ineffectual  in 
Scotland,  it  will  not  operate  as  a  will  in  England,  so  as  to 
convey  the  personal  property  in  that  country,  according  to 
the  deceased's  intention  ?  5.  If  not  on  the  ground  that  the 
lex  domicilii  is  to  prevail,  then,  whether  the  property  in 
the  English  funds  is  not  to  be  considered  as  immoveable 
property,  and  descendible  to  the  heir,  which  would  be  the 
case  of  any  fund  in  Scotland  having  a  tractua  futuri  tern-' 
porisf 

If  either  of  the  two  first  points  be  decided  for  the  appel- 
lant, it  will  render  the  consideration  of  all  the  latter  ones 
unnecessary,  as  they  both  go  to  the  whole  question;  but 
the  latter  questions  only  go  to  the  quantum  of  the  sum  to 
which  Mrs.  Lashley  will  be  entitled.  Such  are  the  ques- 
tions arising  out  of  the  facts  I  am  going  to  state  to  the 
House,  (here  Mr.  Grant  stated  the  facts.)  Tho  marriage  of 
the  late  Mr«  Hog  was  contracted  in  England,  by  parties 
resident  in  England  and  domiciled  there ;  therefore  there 
was  no  communion  of  goods  between  Mr.  Hog  and  his  wife ; 
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1792.       because  a  settlewont  was  executed  upon  the  marriage,  hav- 

"^    ing  a  respect  to  English   property,    and  to  a  marriage  in 

^/^        England.      It  further  appears,  that  all  the  children  were 

LA8BLET,  &c.  bom  in  England ;    at  their  birth,   therefore,   no  right  to 

legitim  could  attach,  but,  if  it  were  attached  at  all,  it  most 

have  been  subsequent  to  their  birth. 

At  one  period,  since  her  marriage,  it  is  clear  that  Mrs. 
Lashley  had  no  idea  of  a  right  to  legitim,  for  in  her  letter 
of  27th  February  1771,  she  speaks  of  £65  being  the  in- 
terest at  5  per  cent/or  the  remaining  £1300  of  my  fortune^ 
which  words  certainly  imply  *'  all  that  she  ever  expected 
"  to  receive  from  her  father,  or  thought  she  had  any  right 
'*  to ;"  and  by  such  expressions,  every  idea  of  a  mere  tem- 
porary allowance  to  a  child  is  removed.      Mr.  Hog  himself 
certainly  entertained  the  same  idea,  for,  in  1775,  he  ex- 
ecuted formal  bonds  of  provision  in  favour  of  Mrs.  Liashley 
and  his  other  daughters,  in  which  he  mentions  £2000  to  be 
in  full  satisfaction  of  the  legitim. 

It  must  be  admitted,  that  if  this  were  entirely  the  case 
of  a  Scotch  succession,  and  no  will,  there  would  have  been 
a  division  amongst  the  younger  children  unless  they  had  re- 
nounced. But  in  this  case,  the  appellant,  Mr.  Hog  proved 
the  deed  which  was  executed  in  his  favour  by  his  father  in 
1787  as  a  will  of  personal  property  in  England.  Soon  after 
the  death  of  her  father,  Mrs.  Lashley  brought  this  action. 
In  the  Court  below,  several  defences  were  set  up  by  Mr. 
Hog,  the  appellant. 

First,  it  was  contended  that  Mrs.  Lashley's  claim  to  the 
legitim  was  wholly  excluded  by  her  acceptance  of  the  pro- 
vision made  by  her  father ;  and  that  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances in  this  case  amounted  to  a  renunciation. 

The  second  answer  made  to  her  demand  was*  that  Mr. 
Hog  the  father,  had  not  left  his  property  to  be  disposed  of 
by  the  law,  but  that  he  had  disposed  of  it  by  a  rational 
deed  inter  vivoa^  which  it  was  competent  for  him  to  do. 
These  two  defences,  if  either  of  them  had  prevailed,  would 
have  been  an  answer  to  the  whole  of  Mrs.  Lashley's  de- 
mand. 

But  it  was  further  contended  below,  by  way  of  partiil 
defence,  that  as  there  was  property  in  England,  upon  which 
the  deed  executed  by  Mr.  Hog  could  operate  as  a  will,  thit 
property  must  be  excluded  from  the  claim  of  legitim. 

It  was  further  insisted,  that  a  renunciation  by  the  other 
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children  had  no  effect  to  increase  Mrs.  Lashley's  share  of       1792. 

legitim,  but  only  gave  Mr.  Hog  the  father,  a  power  to  dis-    

pose  of  it.  ^^ 

Lastly,  It  was  contended,  that  the  property  in  the  Eng-  lashlbt,  &c. 
lish  fands  would  go  to  the  heir,  and  not  to  the  executor ; 
for  it  was  either  affected  by  the  will,  which  gave  it  to  Mr. 
Hog,  the  appellant ;  or  if  the  law  of  the  domicil  prevented 
the  will  from  having  its  due  operation,  the  same  law  must 
be  resorted  to,  to  show  how  it  must  descend ;  and  that  law 
in  this  case  would  carry  it  to  the  heir. 

These  were  the  points  rested  upon  below;  but  I  must 
admit  they  were  all  decided  against  us,  and  I  am  now  to 
trouble  your  Lordships  with  arguments  in  support  of  them. 

The  first  point  is,  as  to  the  effect  of  Mrs.  Lashley's  accep- 
tance. The  correspondence  contained  in  the  second  and 
third  pages  of  the  appellant^s  printed  case,  proves,  by  the 
uniform  expressions,  Mr.  Hog's  intention  to  give  Mrs. 
Lashley  the  same,  and  no  larger  fortune,  than  he  bestowed 
upon  his  other  daughters ;  and  also  Mrs.  Lashley's  inten- 
tion to  accept  ft  as  her  fortune.  Fortune  is  a  word  of  par- 
ticular import,  and  is  always  used  to  signify  the  whole  sum 
that  a  parent  means  to  bestow  upon  a  child. 

The  renunciation  of  various  rights  may  be  collected  from 
facts  and  circumstances  as  well  as  by  deed,  unless  there  be 
some  express  law  to  the  contrary  ;  which  is  not  pretended 
to  exist  in  this  case.  The  other  children  of  Mr.  Hog's  were 
executing  formal  deeds  of  provision,  and  in  them,  a  clause 
of  renunciation  was  inserted.  She  not  being  with  her  father, 
did  not  execute  an  instrument,  and  therefore,  there  is  no 
formal  renunciation  ;  but  words  are  frequently  used  by  Mrs. 
Lashley  and  her  husband  tantamount  to  it  In  her  bills 
drawn  for  £65  per  annum ;  she  mentions  it  as  interest  due  to 
Aer,  which  proves  she  could  not  be  speaking  of  a  bounty  or 
temporary  provision.  Mr.  Hog  having  acquiesced  in  the 
statement  of  £2000  as  her  fortune,  if  an  action  had  been 
brought  against  him  or  his  executors  for  that  sum,  they 
could  not  have  defended  themselves  against  such  a  demand. 
If  so,  the  obligation  must  be  mutual,  and  I  contend,  that 
Mrs.  Lashley  is  debarred  from  her  legitim,  because  she  con- 
sents to  accept  of  £2000  as  her  fortune.  But,  supposing 
your  Lordships  to  hold  that  there  must  be  an  express  re- 
nunciation, then  I  contend ; 

Secondly,  that  by  a  rational  deed  executed  inter  vivos  in 
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1792.  liege  poustiei  not  upon  death-bed,  the  father  may  exclude 
the  legitim.  Mr.  Erskine  (Book  IIL  tit.  9,  §  16),  Bays  "  That 
rational  deeds  granted  by  the  father  in  relation  to  his  more- 
I.A8HLBT,  &e.  ^^^^  estate,  if  they  be  execnted  in  the  form  of  a  disposition 
inter  vivas,  are  sustained,  though  their  effect  should  be  bos- 
pended  till  his  death."  Is  there  any  thing  irrational  in  all 
Hog's  settlement  ? 

Erskine's  position  is  supported  by  adjudged  cases ;  The 
case  of  Johnston  v.  Johnston  from  Fountainhall,  mentioned 
in  Eaimes'  Diet,  of  Dec.  vol.  1,  tit  Legitim,  p.  545. 

To  the  same  point  is  the  case  of  Lady  Balmain,  in  the  same 
page,  which  was  to  this  effect :  A  disposition  by  a  husband 
to  his  wife  of  the  stocking  that  should  be  upon  his  mains  ai 
,the  time  of  his  decease,  being  objected  to  by  his  children,  as 
in  prejudice  of  their  legitim,  being  of  a  testamentary  nature 
revocable,  as  not  having  been  a  delivered  evident ;  it  was 
answered,  that  the  form  of  the  deed,  is  per  modum  actm 
inter  vivos,  whereby  a  present  right  is  conveyed,  though 
suspended  till  the  grantor's  death,  and  being  done  in  Ueg6 
poustie,  it  cannot  be  reached  by  the  law  of  death*bed,  and 
there  lies  no  other  bar  to  the  father's  power  of  alienation. 
These  cases  are  in  point,  and  no  contrary  determination 
has  been  stated,  where  the  claim  of  the  children  has  pre- 
vailed against  a  rational  disposition  of  the  father.     Former* 
ly,  a  man  could  not  disappoint  the  heir  as  to  the  descent  of 
real  estate,  but  the  power  of  disposal  as  to  such  property 
has  increased,  by  merely  using  words  of  disposition  instead 
of  words  of  devising.    If  the  shackles  are  thus  taken  off  as 
to  real  estate,  i%  is  strange  that  they  should  still  be  continu- 
ed upon  personal  property.     To  establish  so  absurd  a  prin- 
ciple, your  Lordships  will  think  it  necessary  to  be  furnished 
with  a  long  chain  of  concurrent  authorities,  and  even  that 
will  hardly  he  sufficient,  in  a  matter  so  contrary  to  reason. 
In  the  law  of  Scotland,  till  lately,  the  lex  loci  rei  sitce  was 
supposed  to  be  the  law  that  was  to  govern,  and  all  the  de- 
cisions are  uniformly  that  way ;  but  now,  by  a  decision  of 
Vide  ante,  your  Lordships  in  Bruce  v.  Bruce,  the  rule  of  the  lex  domi- 
cilii has  been  established.    Therefore,  even  if  the  decisions 
were  against  me,  which  I  have  shown  they  are  not,  your 
Lordships  ought  to  decide  for  the  appellant,  upon  the  prin- 
ciple of  removing,  as  much  as  possible,  all  restraints  upoo 
property,  and  the  disposition  of  it. 
Thirdly,  As  to  the  effect  of  the  renunciation  of  the  other 
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chfldren.    When  a  father  advanoes  a  fortune  to  one  child,       ^792. 
that  child  and  the  father  are  the  parties  to  the  contract,  and    — — 
the  other  children  have  no  right  to  interfere.    If  any  adyan-         «, 
tage  results  from  that  agreement,  the  father  ought  to  have  lasklbt,  &c. 
the  benefit  of  it,  and  he  ought  also  to  haye  the  power  of  dis- 
posing.   I  admit  it  is  laid  down  in  general,  that  the  share  ' 
renounced  goes  to  the  other  children  wholly,  and  not  to  the 
heir ;  but  all  the  cases  decided  on  that  point  are  where  the 
father  dies  intestate,  and  where  that  is  the  case,  he  is  pre- 
Bomed  not  to  haye  chosen  to  exercise  the  right  he  acquired. 
From  making  no  disposition^  it  is  eyident  he  meant  to  bene- 
fit the  other  younger  children ;  and  whether  a  child  shall  or 
flhall  not  be  barred  of  legitim,  is  entirely  a  question  of  in- 
tention; for  eyen  where  a  father  makes  a  proyision  for  a 
child,  he  may  exempt  such  child  from  the  necessity  of  collat- 
ing such  proyision.    The  only  case  material  upon  the  subject 
is  that  of  Henderson  v.  Henderson  (Diet,  of  Dec.  yol.  I.  p. 
545),  and  that  is  apparently  against  me.    But,  in  that  case^ 
there  was  no  renunciation,  and  therefore  I  contend  that 
there  is  no  case  in  which  a  child  has  renounced,  and  the  fa- 
ther has  made  a  will  acting  upon  that  renounced  share,  to 
be  found  against  me. 

The  fourth  question  is,  how  far  the  deed  executed  in  Scot- 
land by  Mr.  Hog  will  be  effectual  in  England  as  a  will,  so 
as  to  bind  the  property  in  England  ?    I  am  bound  to  admit, 
after  the  decision  of  the  House  in  Bruce  v,  Bruce,  that  the 
lex  domicilii  is  the  rule  of  decision  that  must  preyail,  as  to 
the  disposition  of  property,  where  the  party  dies  intestate. 
For  it  certainly  would  be  extremely  inconyenient  that  many 
different  rules  should  preyail  in  the  disposition  of  property 
belonging  to  the  same  indiyiduaL    It  would  also  be  probab- 
ly inconsistent  with  the  intention  of  the  proprietor,  for  where 
he  dies  intestate,  it  may  be  presumed  that  he  approyed  of 
the  law  of  domicil.     But  how  is  this  rule  to  be  preseryed, 
where  the  property  is  in  another  country,  and  the  law  of  the 
domicil  can  only  extend  to  its  own  territories,  so  as  not  to  be 
able  to  compel  the  foreign  state,  where  the  property  actual- 
ly lies,  to  enforce  it?    It  is  done  in  this  way:  the  foreign 
state  adopts  the  law  of  domicil,  not  as  a  rule  binding  upon 
them,  but  bjA  the  presumed  will  of  the  deceased ;  or  they 
resort  to  a  fiction,  by  saying  that  moyeables  haye  no  situs^ 
but  are  attached  to  the  person  of  the  owner.    It  is  necessity 
only  that  obliges  a  court  of  justice  to  resort  to  either  the 
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1792.        one  or  the  other  of  these  means.     But  the  case  is  very  dif- 

——    ferent  where  a  disposition  is  made,  which  would  he  effectual 

^^^  to  transfer  property  in  England,  if  the  property  be  exactly 
LA6BLBT,  &c.  thcro.  For,  supposing  a  man  has  made  a  disposition,  ef- 
fectual by  the  law  of  the  country  where  the  property  hap- 
pens to  be,  what  reason  or  necessity  is  there  to  resort  either 
to  the  presumption  of  implied  will,  or  to  the  fiction  ?  The 
law  of  Scotland  does  not  deny  to  the  owner  the  power  of 
disposition,  but  only  the  form  in  which  it  is  conceived  :  now, 
that  is  a  mere  local  regulation,  and  ought  not  to  bind  the 
courts  of  any  other  country. 

I  agree  with  the  argument,  that  it  would  be  impolitic  in 
the  commercial  world  that  the  lex  loci  should  govern  the 
disposition  of  property  accidentally  there,  in  a  coarse  of 
commerce.  The  opinion  of  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Thome  v. 
Watkins,  2  Yes.  35,  turns  entirely  upon  the  policy  in  a  case 
of  intestacy.  But  where  a  man  makes  a  will,  the  question 
of  policy  does  not  arise. 

Fifthly,  As  to  the  property  in  the  English  funds.     It  is  a 
clear  principle  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  that  annuities  are 
considered  as  heritable,  and  descend  to  the  heir ;  and  there- 
fore if  the  lex  domicilii  is  to  prevail,  you  must  apply  it  to 
the  whole  of  the  property,  which  will  exclude  Mrs.  Lashley 
from  any  share  of  that  property  which  is  in  the  English 
funds.     It  is  true,  that  by  the  law  of  England,  such  proper- 
ty is  considered  as  personal,  but  then  that  must  be  with  re- 
ference to  cases  in  England,  the  parties  being  English,  and 
domiciled  there.    It  does  not  seem  to  haye  been  a  question 
much  agitated  by  writers  on  general  law,  what  rule  is  in 
general  to  prevail,  Whether  the  lex  domicilii  or  lex  locU  u 
to  the  point  whether  the  property  is  to  be  considered  more- 
able  or  immoveable.   Pothier  (voL  IIL  p.  528,  §  85),  in  treat- 
ing of  the  communion  of  goods  between  married  persons, 
clearly  states  the  point,  and  declares  it  to  be  settled  that  the 
law  of  domicil  where  the  creditor  resides,  is  the  rule  that  ii 
to  prevail ;  and  that  decision  seems  to  be  agreeable  to  reason. 
If  that  rule  prevails,  then  Mrs.  Lashley  cannot  claim  legitim 
in  the  English  funds,  because  they  were  not  the  subject  of 
legitim,  but  descend  to  the  heir. 

These  are  all  the  grounds  of  defence  upon  which  a  partial 
or  total  reyersal  of  the  judgment  is  prayed. 
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April  30,  1792.  ^'^^' 


Mr.  Anstruthbr  spoke  on  same  sido.  boo 

PUaded  by  the  Lord  Advocate  (Dundas)  for  the  Reapon^  lash  Jet  &c. 
dents, — I  am  to  trouble  the  House  in  support  of  a  judgment 
which,  except  upon  one  point  of  testate  or  intestate  succes* 
«0Q>  was  an  unanimous  one  in  the  Court  below.      The 
points  are  five  : 

1.  Homologation,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  is,  where  a  party 
by  actual  or  presumed  acceptance,  releases  or  confirms  a 
contract.     But,  in  order  to  make  such  an  act  binding,  it 
must  appear  that  the  party  releasing  or  confirming,  did  so 
with  full  knowledge  of  what  he  was  doing.    JN^ow,  in  this 
catfo,  the  letters  that  have  been  produced  do  not  even  state 
that  the  legitim  was  at  all  even  a  subject  of  consideration. 
The  sum  of  £2000,  so  much  spoken  of,  was  merely  a  matter 
of  bounty  from  the  late  Mr.  Hog.     The  case  did  not  admit 
of  homologation,  for  Mrs.  Lashley's  legal  claims  were  never 
even  stated  or  taken  notice  of  in  the  whole  correspondence. 
The  sum  of  £700  was  so  far  from  being  in  part  satisfaction 
of  the  legitim,  that  it  was  money  lent,  for  which  Mr.  Hog 
took  a  bond,  that  he  might  at  any  time,  even  to  the  time  of 
his  death,  have  put  in  suit  and  enforced.     If  the  £65  was 
meant  as  the  annual  interest  of  Mrs.  Lashley's  fortune,  it  is 
strange  that  Mr.  Hog  should  still  talk  of  the  £700  as  a  debt, 
which  he  does  in  all  his  letters.    As  late  as  the  year  1772 
he  speaks  of  the  £65  per  annum  as  an  annuity  and  bounty 
during  pleasure.    £rskine  (Book  IIL  tit.  9,  §  23.)  expressly 
declares,  that  a  virtual  renunciation  of  the  legitim  will  not 
do,  in  the  following  terms,  after  stating  that  it  may  be  re- 
nounced by  a  child,  even  without  satisfaction :    ''  As  this 
right  of  legitim  is  strongly  founded  in  nature,  the  renuncia- 
tion of  it  is  not  to  be  inferred  by  implication.     It  is  not  to 
be  presumed,  either  from  the  child's  marriage,  or  his  carry- 
ing on  a  trade  by  himself,  or  even  his  acceptance  of  a  special 
provision  from  the  father  at  his  marriage,  if  he  have  not  ex- 
pressly accepted  of  the  provision  in  full  satisfaction  of  the 
legitim."    This  right,  though  it  be  not  necessary,  in  order  to 
decide  the  case,  to  discuss  the  nature  of  it,  seems  to  me  to 
partake  more  of  the  jus  crediti  than  a  right  of  succession ; 
although  that  jus  crediti  may  certainly  be  defeated  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  father.    This  brings  me  to  the  second  point ; 
namely.  Whether  Mrs.  Lashley's  claim  to  the  legitim  is 
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1792.       barred  by  an  act  of  her  father,  Mr.  Hog  ?    I  contend  that 
"~~"""'~    the  instmment  produced,  so  far  as  the  moTeable  property  is 
9.         concerned,  is  really  a  testament  and  not  a  deed  inter  vivos. 
LAgBLET,  &c.  Now,  it  is  clear  froYn  the  authority  of  Mr.  Erskine  (Book  iiL 
tit.  9,  §  16),  that  a  husband,  though  he  should  be  in  liege 
poustiey  cannot  dispose  of  his  moyeables  to  the  prejudice  of 
t\iQJxA8  relictae^  or  right  of  legitim,  by  way  of  testament,  or, 
indeed,  by  any  revocable  deed.    The  question  then  is,  whe- 
ther the  deed  in  question  falls  under  the  description  of  a 
deed  inter  vivos  ?    It  is  certainly  good  as  to  heritable  es- 
tate ;  but,  when  he  comes  to  dispose  of  this  personalty,  it  is 
a  mere  testament,  for  he  appoints  executors,  &c.    The  cases 
quoted  do  not  affect  my  argument ;  for  these  were  cases  of 
rational  deeds  inter  vivos  ;  but  I  insist  upon  this  as  being  a 
new  testament  of  personal  property. 

^th  May  1792. 

The  third  point  is,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  renunciation  by 
the  other  children  of  Mr.  Hog ;  and  I  contend  that  the  be- 
nefit of  that  renunciation  does  not  tend  to  the  profit  either 
of  the  father  or  of  the  heir,  but  tends  to  increase  the  legi- 
tim. It  has  been  much  argued  here  and  below,  upon  the 
policy  and  expediency  of  the  measure.  But  afler  authorities 
so  numerous,  and  of  so  much  weight,  and  the  variety  of  de- 
cisions in  support  of  those  authorities,  it  is  impossible  to  re- 
cur to  arguments  of  general  policy.  The  renunciation  of 
the  legitim  is  not  understood  as  a  bargain  between  the 
father  and  the  child  renouncing ;  but  the  child,  by  antiei- 
pation,  receives  his  legitim,  and  therefore,  it  is  butjnatiee 
that  those  who  remain  should  have  their  share.  The  au- 
thorities quoted  in  the  case  of  the  respondent,  p.  10,  are  all 
unanimous. 

The  first  is  the  instructions  given  for  the  guidance  of  the 
Commissaries  as  to  the  confirmation  of  testament  in  1606, 
Lord  Stair,  Book  iii.  tit.  8,  §  46.  Lord  Bankton,  Book  ii. 
tit.  8,  §  15.    Erskine,  Book  iii.  tit.  9,  §  23. 

These  authorities  all  concur  in  establishing  the  rule,  that 
a  child'^s  renunciation  of  the  legitim  has  the  same  effect  ia 
regard  to  the  younger  children,  as  the  death  of  the  renoon- 
cer,  so  that  his  share  divides  equally  among  the  rest.  This 
doctrine  was  admitted  in  its  full  extent  by  all  the  judges  ii 
Scotland  in  this  case,  except  one  (Lord  Dreghom),  who  has 
argued  on  the  contrary  side,  upon  principles  of  policy  ani 
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upon  grounds  of  expediency,  which  are  wholly  inadmissible       1792. 
in  this  case.  _^— 


The  fourth  point  is,  whether  or  not  the  will  of  Mr.  Hog  is  to  ^®° 
have  an  operation  upon  the  property  in  England,  notwith-  i^^shlst,  &c. 
standing  the  law  of  the  domicile.  In  the  case  of  Bruce  v.  Bruce, 
{Vide  Ante  p.  163,)  the  House  of  Lords  certainly  did  state  an 
opinion  upon  the  general  point  of  the  law  of  domicile,  in  a  case 
of  intestate  succession;  but  the  same  rule  must  apply  to  a  case 
of  testate  succession.  If  it  be  admitted  that  moveables  are 
supposed  to  be  where  the  owner  is  domiciled,  then  the  case 
is  clearly  with  my  client,  because  then  the  will  can  have  no 
effect ;  for  if  this  will  were  produced  in  Scotland,  it  could 
not  defeat  the  legitim.  Can  a  court  of  law,  by  a  mere 
transmission  into  another  country,  give  validity  to  an  instru- 
ment which  it  could  not  have  in  the  country  where  the  party 
executing  it  resided  ? 

In  the  case  of  Eilpatrick,  before  Lord  Eenyon,  then  Mas- 
ter of  the  Rolls,  (Respondent's  case,  p.  7),  the  matter  was 
viewed  in  this  very  light ;  and  the  only  question  was,  whe- 
ther the  will  was  good  by  the  law  of  Scotland  ?  Whenever 
that  point  was  ascertained,  the  decree  proceeded  according 
to  that  law. 

In  Dirleton's  Doubts  (Respondent's  case,  p.  8),  it  is  said 
that  "  testamenti  factis  ought,  in  all  reason,  to  follow  the 
"  person." 

Lord  Eames  (same  page)  puts  a  case  as  to  they^^  relictae^ 
and  concludes  with  an  observation  equally  applicable  to  this 
point.  "  At  any  rate,  the/ti^  relictae  must  have  its  effect  as 
to  his  moveables  in  Scotland ;  and  it  would  be  a  little 
strange  to  say,  that  his  transient  effects  should  be  withdrawn 
for  no  better  reason  than  that  they  happen  accidentally  to 
be  in  a  foreign  country,  where  the  jus  relictae  does  not  ob- 
tain." Nor  does  this  doctrine  at  all  militate  against  the 
truth  of  the  position,  that  when  a  person  follows  property 
into  a  foreign  country  in  any  process,  he  must  conform  to 
the  modes  pointed  out  in  that  country  where  the  debtor  re- 
aides. 

Fifthly,  as  to  the  question,  whether  the  money  lodged  in 
the  5  per  cent,  annuities  is  to  be  considered  as  moveable  or 
immoveable  ?  It  is  said,  that  if  the  law  of  domicile  is  to  be 
resorted  to  on  one  point,  namely,  as  to  the  testate  or  intes- 
tate saccession,  so  it  must  on  every  other ;  and  then  it  is  in- 
sisted, that  by  the  law  of  the  domicile,  this  particular  species 
of  property  would  be  considered  as  heritable,  and  conse- 
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^^^-      quently  must  descend  to  the  heir.     Bat  we  contend  that  if 
~"   these  funds  had  been  locally  situated  in  Scotland,  they  would 
r.  still  have  been  deemed  moveable.     There  are,  by  the  law 

LA8HLBT,  &c,  of  Scotlaud,  certain  particular  rights  having  a  tractus  fittm 
temporia,  and  carrying  a  yearly  profit  to  the  creditor,  with- 
out relation  to  any  capital  sum  or  stock  that  are  heritable. 
But  the  funds  in  question  have  not  a  tractus  futuri  temporis 
within  the  meaning  of  this  law ;  for,  in  order  to  make  such  a 
subject  heritable,  it  must  be  a  substantive  right,  without  re- 
lation to  any  capital  sum  or  stock. 

This  question  occurred  in  the  beginning  of  this  centoiy 
and  again  in  1735 ;  and  it  was  then  solemnly  decided,  that 
the  shares  of  the  Bank  of  Scotland  are  not  heritable ;  hot 
simply  moveable.  The  five  per  cent,  annuities  fall  precisely 
within  Mr.  Erskine's  description  of  that  species  of  property 
which  is  not  to  be  considered  as  having  a  tractus  futuri  tem- 
poris. See  the  whole  passage  from  Book  ii.  tit.  2,  §  6,  qaot- 
ed  in  Respondent's  case,  p.  8. 

Besides,  if  there  were  any  doubt  upon  the  law  of  Scot- 
land, this  is  a  British  debt,  and  the  act  25  Geo.  IIL  c.  2C, 
§  7,  declares  it  to  be  personal  estate^ 

Mr.  Solicitor  Geneiial  (afterwards  Lord  Eldon)  on  same 
side. 

The  clause  of  legitim,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  is  exactly 
similar  to  the  orphan's  share  in  the  custom  of  London  ;  and 
it  is  singular  that  there  is  hardly  any  question  which  has 
been  agitated  as  the  right  of  legitim,  that  has  not  alsoarisea 
with  respect  to  that  custom ;  and  every  decision  upon  it  has 
been  conformable  to  the  decisions  in  Scotland. 

The  first  point  is,  whether  my  clients,  the  respondeota, 
are  barred  by  any  homologation  or  acceptance  ? 

The  legitim  cannot  be  barred  by  an  implied  assent ;  and 
upon  this  point,  without  entering  into  a  discussion  of  the 
law,  I  rely  upon  the  fact.  In  the  whole  of  the  correspond- 
ence relied  upon  for  the  appellant,  no  contract  appears  for 
any  precise  sum  to  be  given  for  the  legitim  ;  and  even  if  a 
sum  were  mentioned,  no  terms  are  imposed,  nor  even  hint- 
ed at,  that  have  the  smallest  connection  with  legitim.  The 
bond  referred  to  by  Mr.  Hog,  in  his  letter  of  September 
1768,  was  reserved  by  him  in  his  repositories  to  his  last  mo- 
ments, and  might  have  been  put  in  suit  at  any  time.  When, 
in  another  place,  he  proposes  the  sum  of  £2000  as  an  equal 
share  with  his  other  daughters,  he  does  not  even  state  their 
renunciation  of  their  claim  of  legitim,  or  his  ezpectatioa 
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that  Mrs.  Lashley  would  do  the  same.     In  another  letter       1792. 
Mr.  Hog  speaks  of  his  bounty  to  Mrs.  Lashley :  and  so  late 


as  1772,  he  says  he  unll  conttntie  his  bounty  so  long  as  her  b»g 
behaviour  merits  it.  In  one  of  the  deeds  of  provision  ^Jso^^^g^^J^y  ^c, 
he  recites  that  £700  was  due  by  Mr.  Lashley  upon  bond ; 
80  that  he  himself  never  considered  it  as  an  advance  in  sa- 
tisfaction of  the  legitim.  Indeed  the  idea  of  giving  up  the 
legitim  never  was  the  subject  of  consideration  of  these 
parties. 

Lord  Chancellor  (Thurlow)  asked  whether  it  was  ad- 
mitted that  the  husband,  after  marriage,  might  renouoce 
the  wife's  share  of  legitim. 

Mr.  Soucitor  General. — I  do  not  admit  it ;  for  if  a 
husband  renounced  his  wife's  share  under  the  custom  of 
London,  and  she  survived  her  husband,  I  doubt  very  much 
whether  she  would  be  barred  by  that  renunciation. 

The  second  point  is,  whether  Mrs.  Lashley  is  barred  by 
any  act  of  her  father,  Mr.  Hog.  A  great  many  acts  might 
be  done  by  a  freeman  of  London,  to  defeat  the  custom ;  but 
if  he  did  any  act,  which  turned  out  to  be  a  will,  it  was 
held  to  be  a  fraud  upon  the  custom,  and  therefore  void.  So 
held  in  the  case  of  Tomkyns  v.  Ladbroke,  2  Vezcy,  561, 
where  Lord  Hardwicke  said,  that  a  freeman  may,  by  act  in 
his  life,  and  even  in  extremis,  give  away  any  part  of  his 
personal  estate,  provided  he  divests  himself  of  all  property 
in  it ;  though  if  he  reserve  to  himself  a  power  over  it,  that 
is  considered  as  void.  The  act  of  the  father  was  of  a  testa* 
mentary  nature,  and  therefore  must  be  judged  to  be  an  act 
in  fraud  of  the  custom ;  so  in  this  case  the  deed  executed 
by  Mr.  Ilog  was  in  fraud  of  the  legitim,  and  therefore  void. 
I  cannot  forbear  to  mention  in  this  place,  some  other  pe- 
ctdiarities  in  the  custom  of  London,  which  apply  to  other 
parts  of  the  cause.  It  appears  that  the  custom  attached 
upon  property  not  locally  situated  within  the  city,  so  that 
the  will  of  a  freeman  would  no  more  opeirate  upon  it  than  if 
within  the  walls.     4  Burn,  Eccles:  Law,  tit.  Wills,  p.  378. 

In  the  year  1734  it  became  a  question  whether  a  compo- 
sition with  the  wife  for  her  customary  part  would  accrue  to 
the  benefit  of  the  father  or  the  child  ?  It  was  held  that,  in 
such  case,  it  should  be  taken  as  if  the  wife  were  dead,  so 
that  the  father  would  have  one  moiety  and  the  children  the 
other.  1  P.  Wras.  644.  In  2  Vez.  592,  Lord  Hardwicke 
enters  into  the  history  of  the  cases,  and  holds  it  to  be  settl- 
ed that  a  composition  with  the  wife,  has  the  same  efifect  as 
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1792.       if  she  were  dead.    If  tben,  the  father  takes  no  particular  or 
—-^—^    exclusive  benefit  by  a  composition  with  the  wife,  it  should 
^^         seem  strange  if  a  contrary  rale  prevailed  on  a  compositioii 
LASHLBY,  &c.  with  the  children. 

In  this^case,  it  is  argued,  that  as  the  father  might  easily 
have  defeated  the  right  of  legitim,  the  mode  he  has  adopted 
will  do  as  well  as  any  other,  although  the  law  of  the  coun- 
try has  said  directly  to  the  contrary.  The  question  is,  Has 
he  done  that  act,  which  the  law  has  required  him  to  do,  in 
order  to  defeat  this  right  ?  Will  this  deed,  coupled  with 
the  bond  of  provision,  exclude  the  right  of  legitim  ?  The 
bond  alone  will  not  do,  because  it  remained  in  his  bureau 
till  the  moment  of  his  death ;  and  as  to  the  deed,  no  single 
judge  in  the  court  below  had  a  doubt  upon  it.  The  deed, 
as  to  the  personal  estate,  is  merely  in  the  form  of  a  Scotch 
testament.  A  deed,  with  a  power  of  revocation,  vests  a  pre- 
sent interest,  subject,  however,  to  be  defeated  by  the  act  of 
the  donor ;  but  a  deed,  to  have  no  effect  till  the  death  of 
the  donor,  is  very  different.  The  cases  quoted  on  this  sub- 
ject are  not  analogous  to  it.  Johnstone's  case,  if  it  were 
analogous,  is  of  doubtful  authority.  Lady  Balmain's  case  is 
not  applicable  ;  and  the  last  case  upon  the  subject,  of  Hen- 
derson V.  Henderson,  is  decisive  against  both  the  former. 

The  third  question  goes  as  to  the  extent  of  the  legitim ; 
and  it  seems  that,  in  a  case  of  intestate  succession,  Mrs. 
Lashley  would  be  clearly  entitled  to  legitim,  both  as  to  the 
English  and  Scotch  effects.  Taking  it  for  granted  that  the 
case  of  Bruce  v,  Bruce  in  the  House  of  Lords,  has  decided 
the  point,  that  the  law  of  domicile  must  be  resorted  to  as  the 
rule  in  a  case  of  intestate  succession,  it  seems  to  me  to  ap- 
ply much  stronger  in  a  case  of  testate  succession.  If  the 
lex  loci  is  to  govern  in  a  case  of  the  latter  sort,  is  it  to  be 
the  Ux  loci  rei  sitae  at  the  time  when  the  will  is  made,  or  at 
the  time  when  the  owner  dies  ?  If  the  law  of  the  domicile 
is  not  to  prevail,  horw  many  different  laws  are  ?  For  if  it  be 
not,  the  disposition  of  property  must  depend,  not  upon  the 
will  of  the  owner,  but  on  the  situation  of  the  various  persons 
in  whose  hands  his  effects  may  happen  to  be  placed ;  nay, 
it  may  depend  even  upon  their  caprice  or  will,  rather  than 
upon  that  of  the  owner ;  for  a  creditor  will  have  nothing  to 
do,  but  to  change  his  place  of  abode,  and  the  will  of  the 
owner  is  again  defeated. 

But  I  contend  that  this  cannot  be  the  rule ;  for  if  a  man 
makes  a  will,  though  he  uses  words  which,  in  the  countiy 
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where  the  personal  property  happens  to  be,  would  convey       ^792. 
every  thing,  yet  it  will  be  restrained  in  its  operation  by  the    — — - 
law  of  the  domicile.     In  other  terms,  if  a  man  in  Scotland  ^, 

devises  all  his  personal  estate,  and  the  law  of  the  country  l^shlet,  &c. 
only  permits  him  to  devise  the  half,  neither  would  it  convey 
more  in  England.  The  law  of  Scotland  upon  this  point  is 
clear  and  decisive ;  the  passages  have  been  road  to  you  by 
the  Lord  Advocate,  and  they  are  all  stated  in  the  respond- 
ent's cafie,  p.  8.  The  law  of  England  is  no.  less  plain  upon 
this  point,  and  is  fully  stated  by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Thorne 
V.  Watkius,  2  Vez.  35.  And  in  that  case  Lord  Hardwicke 
evidently  meant  to  allude  either  to  a  case  of  testate  or  in- 
testate succession ;  for  he  speaks  of  probate  or  administra- 
tion. 

The  case  of  Kilpatrick  at  the  Rolls,  must  carry  great 
weight,  for  although  the  case  was  not  argued  at  the  bar 
with  much  pertinacity,  yet  Lord  Eenyon  considered  the 
subject,  and  founded  his  decree  upon  the  report  of  what  the 
role  of  the  Scotch  law  was,  and  that  was  the  case  of  a  will. 

In  the  case  of  the  jus  relictaej  as  well  as  of  the  legitime 
there  is  good  reason  for  declaring  that  the  law  of  the  doroi* 
cile  shall  prevail ;  for  parties  contracting  matrimony  may  be 
reasonably  supposed  to  have  a  view  to  these  advantages 
and  benefits  which  the  laws  of  their  country,  by  virtue  of 
that  relation,  entitle  them  to  expect.  There  ought,  then,  to 
be  the  highest  authority  to  say,  that  a  man  who  is,  and  con- 
tinues to  be  domiciled  in  Scotland,  shall  not  be  enabled,  by 
placing  his  property  in  the  English  funds,  to  disappoint  the 
reasonable  expectations  of  his  wife,  who  by  the  law  of  his 
and  her  domicile,  is  entitled  to  one  half  of  his  personal  estate 
whore  there  is  no  children :  or,  if  there  be  any,  to  defeat 
both  her  and  them  of  their  legal  claims. 

The  fourth  point  is,  as  to  the  effect  which  the  renuncia- 
tion by  the  other  children  shall  have.  I  contend  that  it  is 
in  the  nature  of  a  bargain  made  by  the  father  with  the 
child  renouncing,  for  the  benefit  of  the  other  children.  It 
is  a  contract  that  the  child  renouncing  shall  not  claim  any 
part  of  the  father's  fortune  ;  but  it  is  not  a  contract  that  the 
father  shall  claim  the  renounced  share,  instead  of  the  re- 
nouncer.  It  is  unnecessary  to  argue  this  point  as  an  ab- 
stract proposition,  because  it  has  been  decided  over  and 
over  again ;  and  therefore  it  is  too  late  to  argue  upon  the 
reason  of  the  thing,  or  upon  the  policy  or  expediency  of 
such  a  rulo  having  been  adopted. 


HOO 
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1792.  Fifthly,  As  to  the  qaestion,  whether  the  property  of  the 

lato  Mr.  Hog  in  the  English  funds  is  to  be  considered  as 
moveable  or  immoTeable  property  ?  it  has  been  assumed,  in 
LASHLBT,  &c.  argument,  that  if  these  funds  were  in  Scotland,  they  would 
be  deemed  heritable  property  ;  but  that  is  a  position  whidi 
I  absolutely  deny.  Rights  of  this  nature,  which  are  deem- 
ed to  be  heritable  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  are  such  as  cany 
a  yearly  profit,  without  relation  to  any  capital  sum  or  stock. 
But  your  Lordships  know  that  the  five  per  cent,  annuities 
depend  upon  the  capital  stock ;  for  it  is  in  respect  of  his 
capital  stock,  that  the  holder  of  it  is  Entitled  to  an  annnitj. 
If  he  propose  to  transfer  it,  he  does  not  transfer  an  annnitj, 
but  the  stock*  The  legislature  has  expressly  declared  that 
his  fund  shall  be  considered  as  personal,  and  shall  go  to  the 
executor.  Shall  a  different  rule  prevail  in  Scotland,  from 
what  the  wisdom  of  parliament  has  pointed  out?  Shall 
they  go  to  the  Scotch  executor,  as  trustee  for  the  heir  at 
law,  and  to  the  English  executor,  for  the  benefit  of  the  next 
of  kin,  under  the  statute  of  distributions?  Upon  this  point 
the  auth6rity  of  Mr.  Erskine  (Book  ii.  tit.  2,  §  8,)  is  expreo, 
where  he  says,  that  *'  the  shares  of  the  proprietors  in  any 
public  company  or  corporation  constituted  either  by  statute 
or  patent  are  considered  as  moveable."* 

1th  May  1792. 

Mr.  Grant  heard  in  reply. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  (Thurlow)  moved  to  affirm  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  below. 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  T.  Erskine^  W.  Grant,  J.  Anstruther. 
For  Respondents,  Sir  J.  Scott^  Lord  Advocate  Dundas, 

Alex.   Wight,  Wm^  Adam,  John  Clerk 


♦  Opinions  of  Judges  of  Court  of  Session. — Vide  p.  250. 

Lord  President  Campbell. — '*  This  is  a  claim  of  I^tim  out  of 
English  effects.  Questions  which  concern  the  laws  of  difierenk 
countries,  and  where,  in  case  of  variance,  a  general  rule  must  belaid 
down,  are  always  of  importance,  and  often  of  nice  discussion. 

**  Many  points  have  been  settled  concerning  the  constitutioD  of 
obligations  in  foreign  countries,  prescription  of  rights,  limitation  of 
actions,  foreign  decrees,  the  operation  of  foreign  statutes,  &c*  Uioiigli 
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1792. 

PATRICK 

Error  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Scotland.  r. 

BI8MAJB8TY*8 

David  Patrick,  .  .  Plavntiff  %n  Error  ; 

His  Majesty's  Advocate,        .  Defendant  in  Error. 

House  of  Lords,  23d  April  1792. 

CoNfiTRUCTION  OF  StATUTBS^-DuTIKS  ON  MaLT  LiQUORS — EXEMP- 
TION Clause. — Where  the  exempting  clauses  in  the  previous  sta- 
tutes were  omitted  in  a  new  act,  remodelling  the  duties  on  the  sale 
of  malt  liquors  :  Held  that,  in  order  to  continue  such  exemptions, 
it  was  not  necessary  that  these  should  he  expressly  repeated  in  the 
new  act 

An  information  was  filed  against  the  appellant,  in  the 
Court  of  Exchequer,  to  recover  a  penalty  of  £50,  for  having 


as  to  this  last,  there  is  still  some  confusion  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
English  bankrupt  statutes  here. 

*'  The  general  question  about  intestate  succession  seems  likewise 
to  be  now  understood  and  at  rest.  The  determinations  of  Lord 
Hardwicke  are  founded  upon  principles  of  law,  upon  expediency, 
and  upon  the  authority  of  writers  in  general  law ;  and  the  English 
coorts  having  adopted  his  rule  of  Ux  domicilii^  which  was  agreeable 
to  our  practice  40  years  ago,  and  to  the  authorities  of  some  of  our 
best  writers.  Though  departed  from  in  some  recent  cases,  we  ought 
now,  without  hesitation,  to  return  to  the  decision  in  the  case  of 
Brown  of  Bndd,  and  to  hold  that  rule  as  established  in  time  coming. 

^'  In  the  cases  of  Elsherson  v.  Davidson,  and  M'Lean  v.  Hender- 
son, the  Court  was  misled,  by  supposing  that  the  determinations  in 
England  stood  in  favour  of  the  res  sitae.    This  was  owing  to  some 
mistaken  idea  about  Lord  Banff's  succession,  where  a  short  and 
hasty  opinion  had  been  given  by  Sir  Dudley  Ryder,  pointing  at  the 
res  sitae  as  the  rule,  hut  the  truth  is,  that  Lord  Banff,  who  was  a 
seaman,  had  no  fixed  domicile,  and  died  in  Lisbon,  leaving  a  furnish- 
ed house  in  London,  and  his  money  in  the  funds,  so  that  although 
he  was  a  Scots  peer,  and  had  some  real  estate  in  Scotland,  yet  there 
was  more  ground  for  considering  England  than  Scotland  as  his  locus 
domicilii.    See  Session  Papers,  vol.  59.  No.  6^. 

"  The  circumstances  of  Lord  Dacre*s  case  are  not  known.    See 
Voet.  lib.  tit  4,  part  2,  §  8  and  11.     Lib.  i.  tit.  8,  §  30.    Lib.  v.  tit 

2,  §  47-    Lib.  xxviii.  tit.  1 ,  §  44. — Vinnius,  Select  Quest,  lib.  ii.  tit. 
19.      Cbristenetts,  p.  812. — Yattel,  lib.  ii.  c.  8,  §  iii.     Hodenburg, 
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1792.       retailed  certain  spirituous  liquors  and  strong  waters,  without 

«— first  taking  out  a  license.    Trial  was  led,  and  a  special  ver- 

PATRICK      diet  settled,  stating  that  the  defendant  did,  within  the  pe- 
ui8srAJB.i)TY*8^'^^  "^^^^^^'^^^  ^'^  tho  information,  retail  spirits  made  and 
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de  Jure  Conjugum,  p.  20.  See  also  case  of  Mrs.  Morris  against 
Wright,  Session  Papers,  vol.  51,  No.  124.  It  was  hy  that  time  dis- 
covered that  the  decisions  of  the  English  Courts  were  not,  as  sup- 
posed in  the  case  of  Elsherson,  vol.  34,  No.  81,  (Session  Pap.) ;  bat 
the  Court  thought  they  could  not  well  retract.  The  case,  howeTer, 
of  Morris  was  appealed,  and  afterwards  settled  between  the  parties. 

^^  In  the  present  case,  the  difficulty  arises  from  this,  that  there  was 
a  will,  and  if  the  case  of  intestate  succession  turns  upon  presumed 
will,  it  may  be  thought  that  express  will  should  prevail,  especially  as 
moveable  effects  have  in  certain  respects  a  local  situation,  though  in 
others  they  are  said  to  follow  the  person,  and  it  may  be  thonglit 
somewhat  strong  to  deny  effect  to  a  will  formally  executed,  upon  «> 
count  of  a  municipal  rule  in  another  country,  where  the  testor  liTed, 
but  not  in  the  country  where  the  effects  are,  and  where  execution 
upon  the  will  is  desired,  upon  which  last  principle  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion seems  to  have  gone  in  case  of  a  bastard,  and  in  the  case  of  a 
nuncupative  will,  Diet.  vol.  i.  p.  320. 

'*  But,  notwithstanding  these  observations,  it  would  rather  seenit 
that  questions  concerning  succession  in  general,  in  the  case  of  move> 
able  or  personal  effects,  should  rather  depend  upon  the  lex  dondaB 
than  that  of  rei  sitae.  Moveable  goods  may  be  transiently  in  ano* 
ther  place  than  that  of  the  donor's  residence ;  but  it  cannot  be  his 
meaning  that  they  should  remain  fixed  there  any  longer  than  till  he 
has  an  opportunity  of  bringing  them  home,  so  that  whether  he  dies 
testate  or  intestate  as  to  such  effects,  he  cannot  be  supposed  to  regv- 
late  himself  by  any  other  law  than  that  of  his  own  country,  in  tlie 
transmission  of  them  to  his  successors  after  death. 

**  The  case  is  still  clearer  as  to  nomina  debiiorwnh  which  vejun 
incorporalia  attached  to  his  person,  and  in  their  nature  scarcdy  ad- 
mitting  of  a  fixed  situation. 

**  £very  right  and  interest  of  the  creditor  ought  to  be  regulated  by 
his  own  law.  The  ju^  exigendi  is  in  him,  and  that  right  he  is  entit- 
led to  convey  by  the  forms  of  his  own  law,  and  likewise  to  transmit 
to  his  successors  a  lestato  vel  ah  inteslato  in  the  manner  which  bis 
law  directs,  though  with  respect  to  the  debtor,  when  either  the  cre- 
ditor, or  his  heirs  or  assigns,  have  occasion  to  take  measures  for 
recovering  their  money,  they  must  go  to  the  forum  to  which  he  be- 
longs, and  of  course  must  be  subject  to  the  forms  and  solemmttes  of 
that  law* 

*<  The  present  question  is,  to  whom  the  effects  belong,  not  in  wbat 
manner  they  are  to  be  recovered ;  and  it  may  even  be  doubted  whe- 
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diBtilled  from  malt,  in  Scotland  commonly  called  and  known      1792. 
by  the  name  of  Aqua  Vitse  or  Whisky,  but  not  other  spi- 


rituous  liquors.     Against  this  special  verdict  the  defence     Patrick 
stated  was,  that  in  regard  to  such  spirits  made  from  tnsltf  ^jgjukmTi^s 
there  was  an  exemption  under  the  acts  of  parliament.  advocate. 


ther  the  late  Mr.  Hog  made  any  will  in  prejudice  of  the  claim.  He 
made  a  settlement,  conveying  to  his  eldest  son  all  and  sundry  debts 
and  sums  of  money,  &c.  belonging  to  him  at  his  death,  which  should 
not  be  otherwise  disposed  of.  This  is  a  sweeping  clause,  carrying 
eyeiy  residue,  but  not  interfering  with  special  rights.  It  is  similar 
to  the  case  of  Sir  L.  Dundas'  general  settlement,  which  was  not 
foond  to  reach  an  estate  formerly  settled  by  him. 

"  Mr.  Hog's  children  had,  by  the  law  of  this  country,  a  certain 
right  in  his  personal  effects,  which  became  completely  vested  imme- 
diately upon  his  death,  without  any  other  form  or  title.  This  right 
he  could  not  take  from  them  by  any  testamentary  provision,  and  al- 
though there  can  be  little  doubt  that  he  meant  to  deprive  his  daugh- 
ter, Mrs.  Lashley^  of  her  legitim  if  he  could,  yet  the  mere  residuary 
conveyance  to  his  eldest  son  is  not  even  a  proof  of  his  intention,  and, 
at  any  rate,  if  not  within  his  power,  must  be  set  aside.  The  right 
to  legitim  attaches  upon  all  the  personal  effects  wherever  situated, 
the  law  making  no  distinction.  The  will,  at  the  same  time,  has  its 
effect,  with  that  exception,  and  therefore  it  may  be  proved  in  Doc- 
tor's Commons,  but  the  executor  under  the  will  is  nevertheless  liable 
to  account  to  those  having  interest  according  to  their  legal  rights, 
and  if  it  should  become  necessary  to  apply  to  a  judge  in  England  to 
enforce  that  obligation,  the  judge  ought  to  inquire  what  rights  his 
family,  and  others  concerned,  have,  according  to  the  law  of  Mr. 
Hog*8  countiy.  He  will  sustain  the  deed,  if  formal  according  to 
the  law  of  Scotland,  though  not  precisely  according  to  the  law  of 
England  ;  but  he  must  take  the  whole  of  Scotland  together^  and  not 
diride  it  into  parts. 

'*  Sometimes  it  may  be  difficult  to  discover  where  a  person's  resi- 
dence is,  as  in  the  case  of  Lord  Banff.  But  this  being  discovered, 
the  other  consequences  follow. 

"  The  most  difficult  case  is  that  of  a  testament  in  Scotland,  be- 
queathing heirship  moveables,  or  bonds  secluding  executors  in  Eng- 
land, or  mortgage  there.  As  to  the  two  first,  there  seems  to  be 
little  douht  that  the  heir  would  take  them,  as  entitled  to  do  so  by 
the  law  of  Scotland.  As  to  the  third,  the  doubt  is,  whether  it  is 
real  or  personal  ?     It  is  real  with  us,  and  personal  in  England." 

Lord  Eskoroye. — **  Right  of  legitim  is  a  legal  and  effectual  right 
in  suo  genere.  It  may  indeed  be  defeated  in  different  ways.  The 
father,  no  doubt  may  dispone  his  estate>  or  lay  it  out  in  a  different 
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By  the  act  9  Geo.  II.  c.  23,  licenses  were  required  to  be 
taken  out  bjr  all  retailers  of  spirituous  liquors,  with  two  ex- 
r.  ceptions  in  favour  of,  1st  Physicians,  apothecaries,  surgeoofl, 

HIS  majesty's  or  chymists,  as  to  any  spirituous  liquors  they  may  use  in 


manner.     But  quoad  the  legitim  erery  man  dies  intestate,  and  he 
cannot  hurt  that  claim.*' 

Lord  Hekdkrland. — '^  The  question  is,  whether  jou  will  extead 
a  municipal  usage  in  Scotland  to  effects  in  England,  in  oppositioD  to 
the  will  of  the  defunct.  To  say  that  the  testament  has  no  effect  in 
England,  is  a  hegging  of  the  question.  Lord  Hardwicke  s  dedaon 
founded  on  expediency." 

Lord  Rockvillb — ^'  I  think  the  law  of  the  domicile  must  be  the 
rule.  It  may  be  said  that  the  law  of  deathbed  may  be  got  the  bet- 
ter of  by  not  leaving  matters  to  the  operation  of  it." 

Lord  Dreghorn. — '<  I  have  long  been  satisfied  that  the  Ux  dy 
micilii  was  the  rule,  and  that,  where  there  were  different  domidle^ 
the  law  of  the  natirity  is  to  be  preferred.  It  would  be  inextricable 
if  one's  succession  were  to  go  as  the  effects  happen  to  be  scattered 
oyer  different  countries.  As  to  the  case  where  there  is  a  will,  I 
think  it  makes  no  difference.  No  good  reason  for  distinction,  is 
to  effects  in  England. — Statutes  have  effect,  and  do  go  beyond  the 
territory,  unless  there  be  something  contra  bonos  moreSy  or  repog- 
nant  to  the  principles  of  morality  or  religion,  as  in  caae  of  Negro. 
Suppose  the  crown  was  demanding  the  moveables  in  England,  in 
opposition  to  the  brother  uterine,  the  judge  in  England  may  hesi- 
tate to  do  BO,  because  it  is  against  the  rule  of  natural  justice." 
Lord  Swimton. — "•'  1  am  clear  that  the  lex  domicilii  is  the  rule" 
Lord  Dunbinnan. — ^'  When  he  placed  his  money  in  the  funds  he 
did  not  mean  to  withdraw  it  from  the  law  of  his  own  country,  or  to 
alter  his  right." 

Lord  Ankbbville. — **  The  legal  provisions  introduced  to  sapplj 
want  of  special  ones.  But  if  the  effects  are  disposed  of  by  a  regular 
deed,  this  ought  to  prevail.*' 

Lord  Hailbs. — "  Our  own  judgments  not  yet  altered  by  the 
House  of  Lords." 

Lord  Josticb  Clerk. — '^  Upon  reconsidering  the  case  of  intes* 
tate  succession,  am  now  of  opinion  that  the  lex  domicilii  is  the  nile. 
This  founded  on  reason.  Fiction  of  all  the  effects  being  here^  i> 
founded  upon  his  presumed  will,  and  a  fortiori  ought  to  give  eifeet 
to  his  declared  will.  Doubt  therefore  as  to  testate  succession  where 
will  regulates.     It  is  in  the  power  of  father  to  disappoint  l^tim.* 

Judgment. — **  Find  that  the  claim  of  legitim  reaches  to  the  Eng- 
lish effects  as  well  as  the  Scotch,  notwithstanding  the  will." 
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making  up  medicine;  and,  2d  *^  That  nothing  in  this  act        1792. 
'*  contained  shall  extend  to  charge  with  any  of  the  duties     ■ 
"  directed  to  be  paid  or  levied  as  aforesaid,  any  spirits  made     **^trick 
"or  distilled  from   malt,  and  retailed  and   consumed  in  his  majkstt*8 


ADVOCATE. 


Interlocutor  29th  November  1791. 

Lord  Presidbnt  Gampbrll. — "  First  point  The  question  is 
properly  stated  in  Ans.  p.  11,  &c.  Parties  do  not  differ  upon  the 
point,  what  is  the  municipal  law  of  succession  in  England,  and  what 
it  18  in  Scotland ;  hat  singly  upon  this,  whether  the  law  of  the  one 
coantiy  or  that  of  the  other  should  he  the  rule,  where  the  domicile  is 
in  the  one  country  and,  the  effects  in  the  other  ? 

*'  Neither  is  there  now  any  difference,  at  least  there  ought  to  be 
none,  in  the  case  of  intestate  succession  ;  for  it  is  now  fixed  as  a  rule 
of  general  law  with  regard  to  personal  estate,  that  the  lex  domicilii 
tnutt  prevail.  It  only  remains,  therefore,  to  be  fixed  whether  the 
general  rule  takes  place  in  opposition  to  a  will,  when  the  law  of  the 
domicile  either  denies  or  abridges  the  power  of  testing,  and  when  the 
law  is  otherwise  in  loco  rei  sitacy  or  vice  versa,  where  the  power  of 
testing  is  affected  by  the  law  of  the  loci  rei  sitae,  bat  not  by  that  of 
the  domicile. 

"  In  the  last  case,  it  seems  to  be  admitted  that  the  restraints  im- 
posed by  the  law  of  the  res  sitae  cannot  operate.  Thus,  if  an  Eng- 
lishman  happens  to  have  effects  in  Scotland  at  his  death,  his  own 
residence  being  in  England,  the  restraints  in  Scotland  arising  from 
legitim,  &c.  will  produce  no  effect  to  the  prejudice  of  his  right  of 
testing  in  his  own  country,  even  with  respect  to  his  effects  in  Scot- 
land. 

**  This  reduces  the  question  to  a  narrow  compass,  for  it  seems  to 
lay  out  of  the  question  the  lex  rei  sitae  as  having  any  effect  in  ques- 
tions of  succession,  whether  a  testato  vel  ah  iniestato ;  and  the  peti- 
tioner, aware  of  his  difficulty,  endeavours  also  to  lay  out  of  the  ques- 
tion the  lex  domicilii^  and  to  set  up  the  power  of  a  will  as  superemi- 
nent  against  both. 

*^  What  then  if  the  law  of  both  countries  agreed  in  imposing  the 
restraint  ?  Some  of  the  effects  in  this  case  are  said  to  have  been  in 
the  French  funds  at  Mr.  Hog's  death  ;  and  it  is  believed  the  law  of 
France  is  the  same  with  the  law  of  Scotland  as  to  the  legitim.  The 
petitioners  (Mr.  Hog)  argument  goes  to  this,  that  the  will  in  his 
favour  is  to  carry  these  French  effects,  and  the  legitim  is  to  be  de- 
feated, though  it  be  the  law  both  of  Scotland  and  France.  The  ab- 
surdity of  this  is  obvious,  and  there  is  no  way  of  getting  out  of  the 
dilemma  except  by  making  choice  of  one  or  other  of  the  two  laws, 
where  they  are  different,  or  by  following  them  both,  where  they  are 
at  one  in  determining  whether  the  will  is  to  be  controlled  or  not, 
and  to  what  extent,  or,  in  other  words,  to  establish  some  general 
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1792.       ''  Scotland,  commonly  called  or  known  by  the  name   of 
aqua  vitsa."    By  a  subsequent  act  the  above  act  waa  re- 


PATRicK    pealed,  and  a  new  license  duty  of  208.  imposed  instead  of 
HisMAJESTT^s^SO.     This  act  contained  express  exemptions  in  favoar  of 
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16  Geo.  II. 


rule  of  the  law  of  nations,  to  decide  jor  the  will  or  agaxiul  it,  ac- 
cording to  circumstances ;  for  it  would  be  strange  to  maintain  that 
no  law  shall  control  a  will,  whether  it  be  of  the  one  coontry  or  the 
other,  or  of  both,  where  the  domicilium  and  the  rts  ntae  happen  to 
be  different. 

"  All  the  foreign  authorities,  including  the  English,  are  at  one 
upon  the  subject.  Those  of  Scotland  have  wandered,  but  as  it  is  a 
question  of  general  law,  opposed  to  municipal  law,  it  is  impcMsible 
we  can  haye  a  rule  in  Scotland  different  from  that  which  obtains  in 
other  countries. 

'^  Neither  did  our  ancestors  make  any  distinction  between 
able  effects  situated  within  Scotland,  and  elsewhere.  The 
bonorum  between  husband  and  wife  operates  as  a  general  copartneiy 
without  limitation  of  place,  and  the  interest  which  arises  in  the  child- 
ren upon  the  &ther^s  death,  which  they  cannot  be  deprived  of  by 
any  testamentary  deed,  is  equally  without  limitation.  It  is  an  imi- 
▼ersitas.  The  question  is,  to  whom  the  effects  belong  ?  and  this 
being  found  out,  the  rights  of  parties  must  be  regulated  accordingly. 
The  testament  being  null  as  to  the  legitim,  it  no  longer  stands  in  the 
way. 

*^  Second  point.  The  argument  upon  this  head  in  the  answers,  p. 
92,  &c.,  and  likewise  in  the  memorial  drawn  by  Mr.  Blair,  is  un- 
answerable, (namely,  that  the  renunciation  of  their  claims  by  the 
other  younger  children  of  the  deceased  Mr.  Hog  operates  in  farour 
of  Mrs.  Lashley,  his  surviving  daughter  ;)  and  even  if  there  was  any 
doubt  upon  the  principle,  the  point  is  now  so  fixed  by  unifcmn  aa- 
thority,  that  it  would  be  a  dangerous  precedent  to  throw  it  loose.*' 

Judgment — "  Adhere,  except  as  to  article  of  the  3  per  cent,  an* 
nuities,  as  to  which  order  memorials." 

Interlocutor  23d  December  179]. 

Question,  Whether  the  Government  Annuities  were  Heritable^  in  a 

Question  about  the  Claim  of  Legitim  ? 


Lord  Prbsidemt  Campbell. — ''  The  act  itself,  by  whidi 
(the  government  annuities)  were  established,  declares  them  to  be 
sonal  estate,  which  seems  to  be  decisive  of  the  question.    It  gi 
them  a  certain  quality  which  must  attach  upon  them  thronghoat. 

"  The  statute  does  not  mean  either  to  establish  legitim  in  l£x»g^ 
land,  or  to  take  it  away  in  Scotland,  nor  does  it  inquire  into  the 


it 
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physicians,  &c.  and  the  retailers  of  liquors  made  from  malt,       1792. 

called  aqua  vitae.    The  acts  17  Geo.  XL  c.  17,  §  17;  24  Geo.    

11.  c.  40,  make  further  regulations ;  and  in  the  last  of  which  Patrick 
there  is  an  express  exception  in  respect  of  spirits  distilled  ^a  majbstt's 
from  malt,  retailed  and  consumed  in  Scotland  under  the  advocate. 
name  of  aqua  vitce.  The  subsequent  acts  19  Geo.  III.  c. 
25 ;  21  Geo.  III.  c,  17 ;  22  Geo.  III.  c.  66 ;  and  27  Geo.  IIL 
c.  30,  increased  the  amount  of  license  duty ;  but  they  did 
not  contain,  as  in  the  former  acts,  the  express  exemption  or 
proyision  with  respect  to  spirits  distilled  from  malt.  But  by 
a  subsequent  act,  30  Geo.  III.  c.  38,  §  2,  the  previous  acts  16 
Geo.  II.  and  24  Geo.  II.,  and  also  the  21  and  22  Geo.  III.  were 
declared  to  cease  and  determine,  and  in  room  thereof  other 
regulations  regarding  the  rate  of  license  duties  were  imposed. 
Nothing  was  mentioned  with  respect  to  spirits  made  from 
malt,  called  aqua  vitsB,  but  there  was  a  clause  expressly  de- 
claring, **  That  all  powers,  authorities,  rules,  regulations, 
restrictions,  exceptions,  provisions,  clauses,  matters,  and 
things  which  in,  or  by  acts  of  parliament,  in  force  imme- 
diately before  the  passing  of  the  act  for  the  regulating 
the  retailing  of  the  said  liquors  respectively,  and  not  being 
"  expressly  altered^  repealed^  changed  or  controuled  hy  this 
'*  act,  or  not  being  repugnant  to  any  of  the  matters,  clauses, 

consequences  of  the  fund  being  personal.  This  is  left  to  the  common 
operations  of  the  law.  The  loan  was,  in  its  original  nature,  person- 
al, being  money  lent  to  government,  and  when  it  was  found  expe- 
dient to  make  a  certain  arrangement  with  respect  to  the  duration  of 
that  loan,  and  of  repayment  of  the  debt,  it  would  have  been  unjust 
had  any  change  of  its  nature  taken  place,  and  accordingly  this  is  ex- 
pressly guarded  against  as  one  of  the  fundamental  conditions  of  the 
transaction  itself,  by  which  these  annuities  are  created. 

**  The  case  of  the  transferable  bonds  issued  by  Douglas,  Heron 
and  Company,  under  the  sanction  of  an  act  of  parliament*  which  de- 
clared them  personal  though  heritably  secured,  is  extremely  similar. 
It  has  never  been  held  that  these  were  personal  in  the  case  of  legi- 
tim,  as  well  as  to  every  interest  and  purpose  whatever. 

**  As  to  the  French  annuities,  the  circumstances  of  them  are  not 
sufficiently  explained  by  either  party,  and  perhaps  they  ought  not  to 
be  presumed  to  stand  upon  a  different  footing,  unless  it  is  clearly 
made  out.  At  same  time,  from  the  French  law,  they  seem  rather 
to  be  held  as  immoveable." 

Judgment — '^  Found  the  government  annuities  moveable,  and 
fijling  under  the  legitim.     Remit  to  Ordinary  as  to  French  funds.'* 

Fide  Lord  President  Campbell's  Session  Papers,  vol.  Ixiii. 


272  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

1792.        *'  provieions  and  regulations  in  this  act  contained,  shall  be 

• •*  and  continae  in  full  force."     On  this  general  saving  claiue 

PATRICK      exemption  was  pleaded,  under  the  previous  acts,  in  favour  of 
HX8  HA JKSTT*8  ^^^ors  uiado  from  malt,  called  aqua  vitse.     But  judgment 
ADvocATR.    went  out  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  His  Majesty's  Advocate, 
ec.  7,   791.     Against  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Scot- 
land the  present  appeal  was  brought  in  the  form  of  a  Writ 
of  Error. 

Pkaded^by  the  Appellant. — When  the  legislature  has 
once  created  an  exemption,  exception,  or  provision,  saving 
from  payment  of  a  tax,  in  favour  of  any  particular  article  or 
description  of  persons,  to  which  and  to  whom,  independent 
of  such  exception  or  provision,  the  act  imposing  the  tax 
would  apply,  and  comes  afterwards  to  increase  or  diminish 
the  duty,  or  to  regulate  the  exaction  thereof,  there  is  no 
necessity,  in  order  to  continue  the  exemption,  that  it  should 
be  verbatim  repeated  in  the  new  statute.  If  the  former  act 
is  not  repealed^  the  exemption  will  remain  in  force  withoni 
any  new  provision  or  express  clause  to  that  effect;  and  al- 
though the  legislature,  in  remodelling  such  duties,  may  find 
^  it  necessary  to  repeal  the  former  acts,  yet  the  exemptions 

or  exceptions  therein  may  be  effectually  renewed  by  a  ge- 
neral clause,  declaring,  as  is  done  in  the  present  case,  that 
all  exceptions  or  exemptions  in  the  former  acts  not  hereby 
expressly  repealed,  shall  continue  in  force  ;  and  therefore  it 
is  a  position  quite  untenable,  that  all  former  exemptions  in 
previous  acts,  not  expressly  renewed  and  inserted  in  the 
later  act  are  to  be  considered  as  abrogated  or  repealed. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent — The  last  act,  30  Geo.  UL 
c.  38,  repealed  all  former  duties  on  excise  licenses  for  re- 
tailing distilled  spirituous  liquors,  and  imposed  a  new  duty 
in  lieu  thereof.  This  new  duty  is  imposed  in  the  most  ge- 
neral words,  "  That  all  and  every  person  or  persons  who 
''  shall  retail  distilled  spirituous  liquors ;"  and  no  exemp- 
tion whatever  is  inserted  in  the  act.  The  general  saving 
clause  in  30  Geo.  III.  can  only  be  held  to  apply  to  the  ex- 
emption in  favour  of  physicians — the  universities — the  vint- 
ners' company  in  London,  and  other  corporate  towns,  bot 
not  to  the  exemption  applicable  to  liquors  made  of  malt  re- 
tailed and  consumed  in  Scotland.  Exemption  was  not  to  be 
implied  or  to  be  deduced  by  any  inference  from  the  wordi 
of  the  act.  It  must  expressly  appear,  and  cannot  be  admit- 
ted where  the  meaning  of  the  legislature  is  not  clear  beyond 
all  doubt.    Besides,  the  reason  which  existed  for  the  ex- 


[M.  7884.] 

Jambs  Ogilvib,  Collector  oT  Excise        .  Appellant ; 

Thomas  WiKGATE,  .  .  •  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  13th  June  1792. 

Landlord's  Hypothec  —  Crown's  Preference  —  Whether 
Crown  has  Preference  oyer  Landlord's  Hypothec  ? — Held, 
in  the  Court  of  Session,  the  landlord  preferable  to  the  crown. 
Berersed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  case  remitted  to  inquire 
more  particularly  into  the  crown's  title,  and  process  whereby  the 
effects  in  question  were  supposed  to  be  subjected  to  the  king  s 
tiUe. 

James  Burgess  possessed  a  farm  belonging  to  the  respon- 
dent situated  in  Fife.  He  also  carried  on  the  business  of  a 
distiller  and  maltster ;  and  being  in  arrear  with  his  distillery 
and  malt  duties,  the  appellant,  collector  of  excise,  obtained 
judgment  against  him  for  the  duties  due  to  the  crown. 

Thereupon  the  respondent,  his  landlord,  sequestrated 
for  the  current  rent  of  crop  1781,  and  warrant  to  sell  was 
issued,  when  George  Luke,  excise  officer,  in  virtue  of  the 
above  judgment  for  the  malt  duties,  attached  the  same  sub- 
jects, and  warned  the  landlord  not  to  sell,  as  such  was 

VOL.  III.  T 
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emption  when  the  tax  was  first  imposed  no  longer  applies*        1792* 
The  license  duty  then  was  £50 ;  now,  it  is  scarcely  so  many 
diillings.    In  the  circumstances,  it  would  be  unjust  to  hold 
that  the  legislature  meant  to  tax  one  class  of  retailers  and     wikgatc. 
exempt  another.    The  principle,  therefore,  ought  to  hold^ 
that  wherever  the  exemption  of  the  previous  acts  is  not  re* 
newed  by  the  later,  they  ought  to  be  considered  as  virtually 
repealed. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  that  the  judgment  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in 

Scotland  be  reversed^  and  that  judgment  be  given  for 

the  defender  in  the  original  action. 

For  Appellants,  Henry  Ersldne^  Allan  Maconochie^  Wm. 

Dundas, 

For  Respondents,  Arch.  Macdonald^  R.  Dundas,  Sir  J. 

Scott. 
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1792.      illegal,  after  the  proceedings  of  the  crown.     The  landlord 
proceeded  with  the  sale ;  and  action  was  then  brought  be- 
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it 


fore  the  sheriff  by  the  appellant,  for  the  value  of  the  corns 
wiNOATs  thus  sold.  The  sheriff  gave  judgment  in  favour  of  there- 
f^pondent.  In  advocation,  the  case  was  reported  to  the 
July  2,  1790.  Court,  who  pronounced  this  interlocutor  :  "  Find  that  the 
"  landlord's  right  of  hypothec  over  the  crop  and  stocking  of 
"  his  tenant  cannot  be  defeated  by  the  prerogative  prooen 
of  the  crown,  in  virtue  of  the  statute  of  33  Henry  YIII. 
as  extended  to  Scotland  by  the  articles  of  Union,  and  the 
"  act  of  parliament  the  6th  of  Queen  Anne ;  therefore  advo- 
'*  cate  the  cause  and  sustain  the  defences  pled  for  Thomu 
'*  Wingate,  assoilzie  him  from  the  conclusion  of  the  libel 
Feb.  1.  1791.  «i  njj^  decern.'**  On  reclaiming  petition  the  Court  ad- 
hered. 


*  Opinions  of  Judges. 

Lord  Hemderland — **  This  is  a  case  of  nicety.  In  the  case  of 
Campbell  of  Stirling,  it  was  found  that  the  goods  being  in  the  hand 
of  a  third  party  for  payment  of  a  debt^  that  this  was  good  agaioat 
a  writ  of  extent  and  arrestment  of  thc;^  goods  on  behalf  of  theoown. 
Vide  p.  24  of  Information  for  Wingate." 

Lord  Swn«TON. — ^^  The  sense  of  the  country  f<Nr  the  last  80  jeaa 
past,  has  been  against  the  king's  claim  of  preference.  But  the  ^es- 
tion  is,  whether  the  stock  and  crop  are  to  be  held  as  tenanVseffedf^ 
They  are  the  proprietor's,  redeemable  by  the  tenant  on  payment  of 
his  rent.  The  words  real  estate  in  the  act  mean  not  only  heritaUt 
but  moveable,  in  which  there  is  9k  jus  in  re" 

Lord  Monboddo. — ^  I  think  the  hmdlord  has  not  a  propotf, 
but  a  hypothec  only ;  and  the  question  having  relation  to  the  secosd 
sequestration  only,  I  think  the  crown  is  preferable." 

Lord  Dreohobn.-— ''  Even  supposing  them  to  stand  in  ftri 
casu,  and  were  both  equal  in  execution  of  diligence,  still  the  Id^g 
would  be  preferable  ;  but  the  Court  did  not  mean  to  take  the  li^ 
belon^g  to  another,  and  therefore  that  right  would  remain  good,  9^^ 
a  ship  on  which  there  is  a  bond  of  bottomry  ireuuii  cum  tuo  onen' 

Lord  EIskgbovb.— **  The  landlord  s  right  is  a  Jus  in  re.  I  do  sat 
go  upon  the  words  of  the  act  of  parliament ;  as  I  rather  thmk  it 
meant  land  estate.  But  the  question  is.  What  subjects  is  the  cnwi 
to  take  in  preference  ?  In  my  opinion,  it  is  the  subjects  which  aBf 
common  creditor  would  take.  N.  B.  In  England,  if  distnuDed  by 
landlord,  no  common  creditor  can  take,  but  the  crown  can.  IW 
crown  can  only  take  the  debtor's  right,  in  the  same  vray  that  it  ma 
ab  ante  vested  in  another." 

Lord  Oardbnstone.— <*<  I  think  the  crown  preferable  to  aD  «i^ 
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Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought  1792. 

to  the  House  of  Lords.  -^— - 

Pleaded  far  the  Appellant.'--Bj  the  treaty  of  Union,  **^'^J" 

England  and  Scotland  were  placed  on  a  perfect  equality  wimgatb. 


are  in  cursu  dUigeniiae.  The  crown  could  not  recorer  from  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  though  the  landlord  can.  The  landlord  8  right  is  a 
completed  right  from  the  beginning,  and  the  crown  cannot  take  away 
anj  Tested  right  by  the  mere  force  of  its  diligence  or  writ  of  extent, 
e.  g.  an  assignation  in  security,  duly  intimated.  But  suppose  the 
goods  consigned,  and  a  debt  owing  the  assignee,  the  latter's  right  of 
retention  cannot  be  defeated  by  tbe  writ  of  the  crown.** 

The  Lord  JtrsTiCE-CLERK. — *'  I  think  the  rights  of  real  creditors 
remain  the  same  as  before,  and  the  right  of  the  landlord  is  a  real  one. 
The  salro  in  the  statute  is  only  of  real  estates.  An  estate  in  Eng* 
land  may  consist  of  an  interest  in  any  subject,  but  the  crown  will  not 
for  the  debt  of  A.  distrain  the  effects  of  B.  The  landlord  has  a 
stronger  right  in  Scotland  than  in  England.  Suppose  an  estate  morl^ 
gaged,  can  the  crown  defeat  the  mortgage  ?  Suppose  money  is  de. 
posited  in  the  hands  of  a  banker  and  money  adyanced,  can  it  defeat 
the  banker's  right  of  retention  ?     I  think  not" 

LoBD  Hailes- — ^'  Referred  to  the  state  of  Scotland  at  the  time 
of  Union.- 

Lord  Justice-Clerk. — *'  It  is  difficult  for  us  to  say  what  is  the 
kw  of  England  on  the  subject.  But  let  us  compare  this  with  other 
rights  where  the  crown  is  postponed.  I  am  clear  as  to  the  mort- 
gage, because  it  is  a  real  right  vested  in  another,  and  not  the  estate 
of  the  debtor.  The  same  rule  as  to  actual  pledge.  Hypothec  is  a 
tacit  pledge.  It  is  a  real  right ;  and  gives  a  right  to  detain  and  bring 
back  even  against  purchasers.  The  case  mentioned  of  a  ship,  stands 
on  the  act  of  law,  not  on  the  convention  of  parties ;  for  the  act  of  the 
^farty  could  not  alter  the  law  of  the  land.  Traditionibus  non  dominium 
[(nndii  pactis  ?)  transferuntur  rerum  dominia.*' 

Lord  Swinton. — **  King's  preference  a  new  idea.   Never  thought 
[«f  before." 

Lord  Dreghorn. — "  Of  same  opinion.     The  landlord  has  an  ef- 
lal  security,  which  is  next  to  payment.    See  the  close  Of  Mr. 
kWood's  opinion.     In  the  case  of  the  landlord,  it  is  a  contract  of 
pledge  implied  by  the  law.    It  is  also  founded  on  the  principle  of 
itention — the  tenant's  possession  being  that  of  the  landlord." 
Lord  Ddnsinnan. — **  Of  the  same  opinion." 
Lord  Eskorove, — ^'^Of  same  opinion.  The  act  6  of  Queen  Anne 
ima  only  declaratory  of  what  was  already  settled  by  the  treaty  of 
Tnion  itself.     The  seUvo  as  to  real  estate  is  thrown  in  not  as  an  ex- 
>tion,  but  in  order  to  save  existing  rights,  which  were  not  meant 
be  touched.    This  exception  ought  to  have  a  liberal  construction. 
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1792.  in  matters  of  revenue ;   and  consequently,  in  every  case 

• where  the  crown  is  preferable  in  matters  of  debt  to  the 

oGiLviB  gui)je(5(;  in  England,  it  ought  also  to  be  preferred  to  the 

17IMGATE.  subject  in  Scotland.    ^*  By  the  6th  article  of  the  treaty  of 


The  sense  of  the  country,  and  king's  council,  ever  since  the  Union, 
has  been  on  the  side  of  the  landlords'  right  in  Scotland.  Landlords* 
rights  in  England  has  yaried  from  time  to  time ;  and  the  best  part 
of  it  is,  the  landlord's  right  has  been  preferred  since  the  Union.*' 

Lord  Hailes. — '*  The  nearest  thing  to  a  right  of  pledge  is  the 
landlord's  right  of  hypothec,  and  therefore  I  am  for  preferring  bimai 
a  pledgee.  The  claim  of  the  crown,  however,  is  not  new.  The  his- 
tory of  the  Union  not  well  understood  ;  and  we  are  liable  not  to  take 
into  view  the  miserable  state  of  the  Scots  tenantry  at  that  time. 
They  were  in  a  general  state  of  bankruptcy,  and  the  only  security  for 
a  landlord  was  the  tacit  hypothec ;  and  even  this  would  not  hare 
been  given  up  without  opposition." 

Lord  Hbndbrland. — *'  I  think  the  landlord  is  entitled  to  his 
preference  against  the  crown.'' 

Lord  Prissidbnt. — "  I  am  of  the  contrary  opinion,  and  for  pre- 
ferring  the  king's  >vrit  of  extent 

*<  The  question  is,  whether  the  landlord's  right  of  hypothec^  ortbe 
king's  debt  upon  a  writ  of  extent  is  preferable,  the  goods  being  » 
medio  f 

*^  This  is  not  left  to  the  law  of  Scotland  alone,  for  by  the  act  6 
Anne  we  must  have  recourse  to  the  law  of  England  in  all  questioos 
regarding  the  king's  preference.  There  is  nothing  extraordinary  ia 
this.     It  is  the  same  in  Treason  law. 

'^  Care  was  taken  to  make  an  exception  of  real  estate,  as  the  great 
security  of  our  records,  &c.  depended  upon  the  adherence  to  our 
own  feudal  establishment.  But  personal  estate  was  not  thou^t  of 
equal  consequence. 

**  The  present  question  regards  the  effects  of  a  tenant  which  aie 
in  their  nature  moveable  or  personal  estate,  viz.  horses  and  catlk ; 
and  the  same  question  would  apply  to  invecta  et  iilata  in  an  urban 
tenement.  They  are  said  to  be  hypothecated  for  landlord's  rent,  Le 
the  landlord  has  certain  legal  remedies  for  recovering  his  rent  out  of 
them  of  a  more  beneficial  nature  to  him,  than  those  of  any  comoMin 
creditor. 

^'  A  superior  also  has  such  remedies  for  his  feu  duties,  and  even  i 
real  creditor  infeft,  by  poinding  the  ground.  But  how  far  these  i  > 
medies  operate  in  competition  with  the  crown,  is  the  question. 

«<  1.  Take  a  view  of  the  law  of  England,  then  of  Scotland,  as  > 
the  landlord's  remedy.  The  two  laws  are  somewhat  difkroit,  I  i 
not  more  than  was  to  be  expected  from  the  two  countries  being  i:  » 
dependent,  having  different  legislatures,  and  different  jniisdidio  i 
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'*  Union  it  is  provided,  that  they  shall  be  under  the  samo 
''  prohibitions,  restrictions,  and  regulations  of  trade,  and 
*'  liable  to  the  same  customs  and  duties  on  import  and  ex- 
*'  ports,  &c."    By  the  19th  article  it  was  provided,  *•  that 


1792. 
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and  forms.   Suppose  the  origin  to  have  been  the  same,  and  that  they 
set  out  from  the  same  point,  they  would  naturally  diverge. 

*'*'  Bent  charge  in  England  and  in  Scotland  was  originally  the  same. 
See  Karnes*  Law  Tracts,  yoI.  i.  241  ;  and  at  present  their  mortgage 
and  our  personal  bond  have  the  same  object,  though  the  forms  are 
different. 

''  The  administration  of  personal  estate  assumed  by  the  clergy  in 
both  countries,  had  the  same  source,  and  conducted  in  nearly  the 
same  manner.  It  is  still  nearly  akin  in  both,  attended  with  some 
variations  in  form  and  practice.  I  doubt  if  this  variation  be  such  as 
would  affect  any  question  arising  upon  the  king's  preference. 

*'  In  England,  so  early  as  magna  ckariOy  upon  the  death  of  the 
king's  debtor,  the  king  had  a  right  to  have  his  debt  first  paid,  9 
Hilery  3,  cap.  18.  It  is  presumed  this  is  still  the  law  of  England,  and 
if  so,  we  are  bound  by  the  act  6  of  Queen  Anne  to  receive  it  here. 

**-  What  preference  the  king  had  with  us  before  the  Union  is  not 
clearly  ascertained.  Probably  he  stood  upon  the  same  footing  with 
the  Roman  fisk. 

**'  Certain  debts  are  held  to  be  privileged.  See  Instructions  to 
Commissaries,  Acts  of  Sederunt  166(5;  and  among  these,  duties  of 
lands  for  a  year. — Funeral  expenses,  and  physician's  fees  are  omitted, 
yet  these  have  always  been  held  preferable,  and  in  the  first  rank; 
see  Kilkerran,  p.  13f>,  29  June  1742,  Cowan  v.  Barr,  CredUor  fune- 
ralium^  (fiinerarius?)  found  preferable  to  landlord  for  rent.  No  men- 
tion is  made  of  the  king.  But  if  the  king  be  preferable  to  other  credi- 
tors chirographari,  such  as  furnishers  to  burial,  6cc.,  he  must  a  for- 
tiori by  that  decision,  be  preferable  to  the  landlord,  who  istruly  a  credi- 
tor by  special  contract  only,  though  with  us  said  to  be  hypofhecarius. 
*'  The  landlord's  situation  in  England  is  fully  described  in  the 
Cnglish  opinions  produced  and  authorities  referred  to.  He  can  by  a 
summary  proceeding  at  his  own  hand,  distrain  for  the  whole  arrears. 
This  is  called  distress ;  and  by  act  2  Wm.  and  Mary,  c.  5,  extended 
to  power  of  apprising  and  selb'ng  at  sight  of  sheriff  or  constable,  and 
extended  to  corns  reaped. 

**  As  the  law  therefore  stood  at  the  Union,  the  landlord's  powers  in 
Sngland  were  very  ample  and  effectual  as  to  arrears,  and  when  goods 
-were  impounded^  they  were  in  custody  of  the  law,  from  which  they 
could  not  be  taken  by  any  common  creditor. 

**The  author  of  Bacon's  Abridgment  says  that  this  was  a  hypothec 
nation.  Voce  Distress,  vol.  2,  p.  105 ;  and  vide  preamble  of  said  act 
TTm.  and  Mary,  where  it  is  said  that  goods  are  detained  as  pledges. 
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1792.  <«  there  be  a  court  of  Exeheqaer  in  Scotland  for  deddmg 
'  ''  questions  concerning  reyenues,  customSy  and  excise  there, 

oGiLviB  „  having  the  same  power  as  in  England/'    By  6th  Anne,  it 

viMGATE.  was  declared  that  debts  to  be  paid  to  Her  Majesty  in  Scot- 


**  What  stronger  lien  could  there  be,  when,  by  common  lawt  thej 
might  there  be  detained  for  ever  tiil  the  rent  was  paid,  and  by  sta* 
tute  might  be  sold,  if  not  redeemed^  like  a  pledge,  yet  the  Idn^s  pre- 
rogative prevailed. 

'^  By  act  8  Queen  Anne,  c.  14,  a  tacii  hypathce^  in  the  proper 
sense^  was  created  for  a  year's  rent,  so  that  the  law  of  England  now 
stands  veiy  nearly  on  the  same  footing  with  ours ;  yet  this  makes  no 
difference  as  to  the  king's  right. 

"  By  the  common  law,  property  mnst  be  actually  changed  to  ex- 
clude the  king ;  there  must  at  least  be  a  special  property  rested, 
such  as  a  pawn  or  pledge  delivered,  or  a  ship  mortgaged.  See  csie 
in  Par.  Ker's  Reports,  p.  112,  King  v.  Cotton,  where  the  question 
with  the  landlord  is  fiiUy  discussed. 

*<  A  tacU  hypothec  or  lien,  which  is  no  other  than  a  pr^eratce 
or  privilege  given  by  law,  will  not  answer  the  purpose,  no  special 
property  being  thereby  vested,  as  by  the  covenant  of  parties,  and  ac- 
tual delivery  of  the  subject. 

^'  As  to  the  law  of  Scotland,  what  we  now  call  hypothec,  seems 
anciently  to  have  been  precisely  a  distress,  and  nothing  more.  See 
Karnes'  Law  Tracts,  vol.  i.  p.  240,  &c.  and  Information  for  the  pur- 
suer, p.  22. 

'*"  Afterwards  we  chose  the  Roman  law  word  hypothec  ;  but  the 
substance  is  the  same. 

**  I  am  clear  that  the  property  of  goods  on  the  ground,  and  eons, 
reaped  or  unreaped,  is  in  the  tenant.  They  are  the  fruit  of  his  in- 
dustry ;  and  Mr.  Wood's  idea  as  to  the  corns  being  the  property  ef 
the  landlord,  is  not  well  founded ;  but  it  was  an  implied  conditioaia 
the  Roman  Emphyteusis,  and  in  all  feudal  grants,  that  if  the  heritn- 
ble  tenant  failed  in  payment  of  the  reserved  rent  or  feu  duty  to  the 
landlord,  there  should  be  a  power  of  re-entry,  and  of  seizing  upoa 
the  subject  itself,  as  well  as  every  thing  upon  it.  This  was  the  can 
if  the  Roman  tenant  was  three  years  in  arrear.  This  right  fdL  to 
the  ground.  Same  with  us  if  vassal  was  two  years  in  anear.  But 
the  aid  of  the  law  was  necessary  to  give  it  effect. 

^'  It  was  also  understood,  that  if  the  right  of  the  vassal  was  not 
irritated,  the  superior  had  a  remedy  by  a  species  of  real  action,  csB- 
ed  poinding  ihegroundj  i.  e.  the  goods  on  the  ground.  He  remaiBS 
infeft  in  the  lands,  and  has  a  supereminent  ri^t  to  the  rents,  which 
he  makes  effectual  in  this  manner.  Perhaps  the  lands  are  in  the 
natural  possession  of  the  vassal.  There  are  no  rents  therefore,  but 
only  fruils^  which  he  lays  hold  of,  as  preferable  by  his  infeftmeflt, 
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land  were  to  be  of  the  same  force  and  effect  as  sttcfa  obliga- 
tions in  England,  by  virtue  of  the  royal  prerogative,  and  that 
such  debts,  auits,  and  prosecutions,  were  to  be  preferred,  in 
▼irtoe  of  the  said  33  Henry  VIIL,  '*  aud  shall  have  and  eu- 
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and  excludes  any  arrester  or  common  poinder.  This  was  extended 
in  practice  even  to  other  goods  on  the  ground,  not  that  they  are  hy- 
podiecated  in  the  proper  seDse  of  the  word,  but  that  the  superior  re« 
enters  by  the  aid  of  the  law,  and  takes  what  he  can  find. 

^  It  was  extended  abo  to  the  case  of  a  liferenter,  or  other  real  cre- 
ditor infeft. 

"'  Suppose  a  competition  between  the  king  and  a  poinder  of  the 
ground,  by  the  act  of  Queen  Anne  the  latter,  so  far  as  his  infeft- 
ment  goes,  is  preferable  upon  the  lands  and  rents,  and  consequently 
on  iheJruiiSy  if  in  the  natural  possession  of  the  proprietor.  But  what 
prelerence  could  he  claim  upon  the  moveable  goods^  such  as  cattle, 
&c,  in  which  he  is  not  infeflt,  and  upon  which  there  does  not  even 
seem  to  be  any  such  idea  as  a  hypothec  ? 

*'  As  to  the  case  of  landlord  and  tenant ;  1 .  Both  fruits  and  stocking 
are  die  tenant's  property.  2.  They  are  in  his  possession  till  the  mas- 
ter applies  to  the  judge  Ordinary,  or  perhaps  his  own  baron  Bailie, 
to  sequestrate  them,  which  is  another  word  for  impounding  them. 
Bat  this  is  no  more  than  putting  them  in  the  custody  of  the  law, 
Ibonded  on  the  same  kind  of  antecedent  right  that  a  landlord  in 
^England  has,  which  is  a  right  to  distrain  and  to  recover,  Scc^  with 
ivhich  no  common  debtor  can  interfere,  though  the  goods  are  in  me* 
dioj  but  with  which  the  king  can  interfere,  because  his  right  is  su- 
pereminent  It  was  decided  long  ago  that  the  king  was  preferable 
to  all  common  creditors.  See  Diet,  voce  King.  The  only  puzzle 
bere  is,  that  the  landlord  is  said  to  be  creditor  hypothecarius.  But 
this  term,  when  applied  to  the  personal  property  of  the  debtor,  and 
in  possession  of  the  debtor,  means,  in  common  sense,  no  more  than 
that  he  is  a  privileged  or  preferable  creditor,  which  the  king  also  is, 
and  the  short  question  is,  which  of  these  two  ought  to  prevail  ? 

^'  If  there  be  any  doubt  upon  the  construction  of  the  law,  or  upon 

the  resemblance  between  the  rights  of  the.  landlord  in  England  and 

Scotland,  we  must  have  recourse  to  analogy,  and  to  that  construction 

which  will  bring  the  two  as  nearly  together  as  possible,  and  in  this 

point  of  view,  the  reasoning  from  the  case  of  Gordon  of  Park  is  verv  *,. « 

'^  °  J    Vtdeante^ 

«*^^°&-  vol.  i.  p.  558, 

"  If  these  goods  could  b6  said  to  be  a  real  estate  in  the  tenant,  the  et  562. 

act  of  Queen  Anne  would  determine  the  point.  But  they  are  clear- 
ly a  moveable  estate  in  the  tenant.  As  to  the  case  of  a  ship  hypo- 
tiiecated  for  repairs,  it  is  not  a  tacit  pledge  or  hypothec,  but  an  actual 
pledge  by  contract  of  parties,  and  delivery  made  by  some  sjrmbolical 
form.    It  is  an  awkward  circumstance  that  we  should  take  to  our- 
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**  joy  such  and  the  same  prerogatiyes,  as  well  in  the  plead- 
*'  ings,  as  in  the  lands,  tenements,  debts,  credits,  and  spe- 
**  cialties,  goods,  cbatels,  and  personal  estate ;"  provided 
"  that  no  debt  or  duty  shall  affect  or  subject  any  real  eetate 


selyes  in  Scotland,  a  right  against  the  king,  which  the  landlords  m 

England  hare  not    The  only  pretence  for  it  is,  that  we  consider  the 

landlord's  hypothec  in  Scotland  to  be  of  the  nature  of  a  real  right, 

and  therefore  similar  to  a  special  property  in  EIngland,  though  the 

landlord's  remedy  in  England  is  not  so.     This,  however,  is  jadgiog 

more  upon  the  apparent  effect  of  the  right,  than  upon  the  tmenatan 

of  it.    In  the  case  of  steelbow  leases,  where  the  landlord  delivers  oTer 

so  many  head  of  cattle  to  the  tenant,  taking  him  bound  to  redeliTer 

the  same,  or  an  equal  number  and  of  equal  Talue»  at  the  expiry  of  the 

lease,  the  landlord  is  understood  to  have  a  special  property  in  the  vsi- 

versitas  gregis,  by  which  no  creditor  of  a  tenant  would  be  entitled  to 

interfere.    But,  in  common  leases,  where  the  tenant  provides  hisowa 

cattle,  and  stocks  the  farm  himself,  all  that  can  be  said  is,  that  the 

landlord  is  a  preferable  creditor  for  pajrment  of  his  rent,  and  so  is 

also  the  king  for  debts  due  to  him.    Had  we  not  adopted  the  woidi 

hypothec,  which  conveys  the  idea  of  a  regal  right,  the  question  would 

have  been  attended  with  less  difficulty. 

''  It  has  been  shown,  that  corns  and  cattle  upon  the  ground  an 

not  real  estate  in  the  tenant,  and  as  little  are  they  a  real  estate  in  the 

landlord ;  and  therefore  the  words  of  the  act  of  Queen  Aime  do  DOt 

in  any  sense  reach  the  case. 

**  Real  estate,  in  the  sense  of  the  statute,  probably  means  heritsUe 

estate,  though  even  an  heritable  right,  e.  g.  a  disposition  to  laadi 
does  not,  in  a  strict  legal  sense,  become  real  till  it  is  completed  hj 
infeftment ;  and,  in  general,  the  idea  of  the  legislature  was,  that  oor 
feudal  rights  in  Scotland,  and  the  modes  of  conveying  and  granting 
securities  upon  them,  should  not  be  disturbed,  and  this  alone  wsi 
Vide  antet  the  question  at  issue  in  the  case  of  Burnet  against  Murray,  17th  Jnlj 
vol.  I.  p.  594.  jy54^  ^Ijq^^  ^jjg  ^ff^^  ^£  adjudications  upon  a  land  estate  for  the 

king's  debt  and  a  common  debt. 

"  But  a  mere  moveable  subject,  such  as  a  cow  or  a  horse^  nerer 
passed  in  the  language  of  our  law  by  the  name  of  real  estate.  It  ii 
neither  heritable  or  real,  but  moveable,  though,  at  the  same  time,  the 
property  of  it  is  &Jus  in  re,  or  real  right,  and  produces  a  real  actum 
for  recovery,  similar  to  the  rei  vindicaiio  of  the  civil  law,  and  the  ac« 
tion  of  detenue  or  trover  in  the  English  law.  There  are  likewise  real 
rights  and  real  actions  of  an  inferior  nature  to  those  arising  out  of 
property,  such  as  in  the  case  of  pledge  ;  but  a  moveable  thing  pledged, 
never  was  spoken  of  in  the  law  of  Scotland  as  a  real  estate.''  See 
Erskine. 

Vide  President  Campbell's  Session  Papers,  vol.  Izi. 
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**  in  Scotland."    These  being  the  explicit  provisions  of  the       1792. 
act  in  regard  to  the  debts  of  the  crown  being  placed  on  pre- 
cisely the  same  footing  as  in  England,  a  sequestration  by  the 
landlord,  or  the  landlord's  hypothec  in  Scotland,  can  bo  in     wingate. 
no  better  situation  than  the  distress  warrant  in  England. 
There  is  no  specific  difference  between  the  landlord's  dis- 
tress warrant  in  England,  which  cannot  compete  with  the 
crown's  debt,  and  the  landlord's  hypothec ;  and  therefore 
the  latter  cannot  be  preferable  to  the  crown  in  Scotland. 
Certain  debts,  termed  privileged  debts  in  the  law  of  Scot- 
land, such  as  physician's  fees,  servants  wages,  &c.,  are  all 
preferable  to  the  landlord's  hypothec.     But,  in  a  question 
with  the  crown,  these  privileged  debts  have  no  preference. 
To  give,  therefore,  the  landlord  a  preference  over  the  crown 
debts,  as  is  done  in  this  instance,  is  placing  his  hypothec  in 
a  better  position  than  ever  before  it  enjoyed,  and  making 
his  right  be  preferable  even  to  privileged  creditors.    K'or  is 
it  any  answer  to  this  to  say,  that  substantially  the  landlord's 
hypothec  is  a  real  right  of  property  in  the  thing,  and  there- 
fore not  attachable  by  the  crown  for  a  debt  due  by  the 
tenant,  because,  in  point  of  fact  and  law,  the  right  is  no 
more  than  a  pledge  in  the  hands  of  the  tenant. 

Pleaded /or  the  Respondent. — By  the  law  of  Scotland,  the 
landlord  has  an  absolute  real  right  of  property  in  the  crop 
upon  his  ground,  until  the  year's  rent  for  which  it  is  the 
crop  be  paid,  which,  as  it  could  not  be  defeated  by  the 
tenant  selling  the  crop,  so  could  not  be  defeated  by  his 
debtor,  the  crown.     By  the  law  of  England,  a  pledge,  or 
even  the  hypothec  on  a  ship  for  foreign  affairs,  defeats  the 
crown's  right  of  preference;  but  the  landlord's  hypothec  in 
Scotland  is  equal,  if  not  paramount^  to  a  pledge  in  England, 
and  therefore  the  landlord's  hypothec  ought  not  to  be  de- 
feated by  the  right  of  preference  secured  to  the  crown  by 
the  act  Henry  VIIL     There  is  no  analogy  between  the  dis- 
tress warrant  for  rent  in  England  and  the  landlord's  hypo* 
thee  in  Scotland.    The  former  proceeds  on  the  footing  of 
the  effects  being  the  tenant's  ab  initio,  but  the  latter  is 
founded  on  a  real  right  in  the  crop — a  property  already 
belonging  to  the  landlord,  and  of  which  he  cannot  be  de- 
prived.    It  is  a  real  estate ;  and  the  act  6  Anne  founded  on, 
expressly  exempts  real  estate  in  Scotland  from  the  opera- 
tion of  the  crown's  preference.   The  present  is  the  very  first 
attempt  ever  made  in  Scotland  to  deprive  the  landlord  of 
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1792.       his  hypothec,  by  an  alleged  preference  over  it  on  the  part 

* 7    of  the  crown, 

ooiLviB         After  hearing  connsel,  it  was. 

wiNGATE.  Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  said  interlocntors  com- 
plained of  in  the  said  appeal,  in  so  far  as  thej  declare 
generally  "  That  the  landlord's  hypothec  over  the  crop 
and  stocking  of  his  tenant  cannot  be  defeated  by  the 
prerogative  process  of  the  crown,  in  virtue  of  the  sta- 
tute of  33d  Henry  V III.,  as  extended  to  Scotland  bj 
the  articles  of  Union,  and  the  act  of  parliament,  the 
6th  Queen  Anne,"  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  reven- 
ed ;  but  in  respect  that  the  king's  title  does  not  suffi- 
ciently appear  in  the  process,  it  is  further  ordered, 
That  the  said  cause  be  remitted  back  to  the  Court  of 
Session  in  Scotland  to  inquire  more  particularly  into 
the  process,  and  the  conduct  thereof,  whereby  the  ef- 
fects in  question  are  supposed  to  have  been  subjected 
to  the  king's  title. 

For  Appellant,  A.  Macdonaldf  R.  Dundas,  Sir  J.  SeoU, 

W.  Dwidat, 
For  Respondent,  T.  Ershinei  Henry  Erskine,  Alex.  Wight, 

D.  Cathcart, 

"^OTB. — ^Professor  Bell  says : — ^  It  is  believed  that  no  aigameot 
was  delivered  at  pronounciDg  this  judgment  of  reversal ;"  bat  the 
eminent  judge  who  then  presided  in  the  House  of  Lords  made  voj 
full  and  minute  inquiry  into  the  condition  of  landlords,  and  the  na- 
ture of  their  rights  in  the  two  countries  ;  and  although,  perha^  a 
distinction  might  have  been  found  between  them,  it  was  held,  that 
the  great  and  governing  principles  which  regulated  the  decision  of 
Gordon  of  Park,  on  the  effect  of  the  treason  laws  in  England,  as  ex- 
tended to  this  country,  ought  to  dictate  the  decision  in  such  caae; 
and  that,  taking  the  analogy  of  the  landlord's  right  in  both  countries) 
the  point  was  to  be  so  decided,  as  to  give  the  landlords  in  Sootlaxid 
no  superiority  over  those  of  England."-^ Com.  vol.  ii.  p.  55, 
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Arch.  Duff,  Sheriff  Clerk  of  Elgin,  Appellant ;  duff 

Janet  Hendbrson,  only  lawful  Child  of  the\  hkndmsoh 

deceased  John  Henderson,  Writer  in  El-f  &c, 

gin,  and  James  Young,  Manufacturer  inf  ^^^p^^^^^^* 
Elgin,  her  Husband,  -  -         J 

House  of  Lords,  7th  Feb.  1793. 

Tutors  and  Curators— LiABitiTT — Inyektort. — Circumstances 
in  which  tutors  and  curators  appointed  by  the  father's  will  (with  ex- 
emption from  liability  singuli  in  soliduniy  and  for  omissions,)  were 
held  liable  conjunctly  and  seyerally,  they  not  haying  made  up  yi* 
Tentories.  Also  held  liable  in  damages  for  remoTing  the  infant 
ward  from  the  lease  of  the  &rm  and  mill  of  Ortown,  and  decrees 
of  remoying  reduced,  £200  costs  awarded  in  the  House  of  Lords 
on  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session. 

This  was  an  action  raised  against  the  tutors  and  curators 
appointed  by  the  respondent's  father,  at  the  instance  of  the 
respondent,  setting  forth  that  her  father  had  left  sufficient 
and  ample  means,  both  in  heritable  and  moveable  property, 
and  had  appointed  tutors  and  curators  to  the  respondent,  of 
whom  the  appellant  was  one,  and  the  acting  tutor  for  the 
whole :  That  after  her  father's  death  these  tutors  and  cura- 
tors had  taken  the  management  of  her  affairs,  and  intromit- 
ted  with  her  means  and  effects,  without  giving  up  either 
tutorial  or  curatorial  inventories,  as  required  by  law.  That 
they  at  least  would  not  make  furthcoming  the  inventory  of 
the  moveable  estate  of  the  deceased,  specially  referred  to 
in  his  will ;  and  that  the  appellant,  as  factor  and  manager 
for  the  Hon.  Arthur  Duff  of  Ortown,  had  improperly  remov- 
ed the  respondent  and  her  subtenants,  from  the  Mill  and 
Mains  of  Ortown,  leased  by  her  grandfather  from  Mr.  Duff, 
in  virtuo  of  decree  of  removing  obtained  before  the  sheriff. 

It  was  farther  stated,  that  Archibald  Duff  had  allowed 
this  removing  to  be  accomplished  to  favour  the  Hon.  Arthur 
Duff,  while  he  well  knew  that  the  said  Arthur  Duff  was 
owing  the  deceased  the  sum  of  £300,  by  bill,  to  payment  of 
which,  she  had  sole  right ;  and  that  if  the  arrears  of  rent  due 
by  the  subtenants  had  been  duly  collected  by  him,  as  tutor 
and  curator,  and  agent  in  her  affairs,  there  would  have  been 
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« 
1793.       no  occasion  for  removing  her  for  nonpayment  of  rent :  There- 

■"    fore  tho  summons  concluded  that  the  tutors  and  curators 
^"^        ought  to  be  decerned  and  ordained  to  produce  the  said  in- 
HENDBRsoN,  Yeutorj  referred  to  in  deceased^s  wiU,  and  to  make  payment 
^^'         to  the  respondents  of  the  amount  thereof;  and  in  case  the 
said  inventory  should  not  be  produced,  they  ought,  conjunct- 
ly and  severally,  to  make  payment  to  her  of  the  sum  of 
£700,  or  whatever  other  sum  the  said  respondent  should  in- 
struct the  said  John  Henderson  died  possessed  of. 

AH  the  tutors  and  curators  allowed  decree  to  go  oat  in 
absence  against  them  except  the  appellant. 

In  defence,  it  was  stated,  That  the  libel  concluded  a- 
gainst  the  whole  tutors  conjunctly  and  severally,  while  by 
the  will  of  the  deceased,  it  was  declared  that  each  should 
be  liable  for  his  own  acts  and  receipts  only.  The  Lord 
July  17, 1787.  Ordinary  pronounced  this  ^nterlecutor  on  this  point :  '*  In 
**  regard  the  defenders,  Archibald  Duff  and  James  Hender- 
son, do  admit  their  having  accepted  and  acted,  and  that 
they  have  not  made  up  inventories  in  terms  of  law,  fiuds 
*'  that  they  are  liable,  conjunctly  and  severally,  to  account 
Nov.  13  &  17,  *'  in  terms  of  the  libel."     On  two  several  representations  a- 

T     MP*    J  gainst  this  interlocutor  tho  Lord  Ordinary  refused.     And, 
Jan.  61,  and  ^  .        i.«  ••        .^i  it«j-. 

July  8, 1788.  ^^  reclaimmg  petition  to  the  whole  judges,  it  was  unani- 
mously refused. 

The  above  summons  having  contained  conclusions  of  re- 
duction to  reduce  the  decrees  of  removing  which  had  eject- 
ed her  from  the  Mains  and  Mill  of  Ortown,  the  Court  fur- 
Dec.  16,1789.  jIj^j.  pronounced  this  interlocutor  :  "  Sustain  the  reasons  of 
"  reduction  of  both  decreets  of  removing  against  the  pur- 
''  Buer,  and  find  the  defender,  Archibald  Duff,  liable  in  da- 
**  mages  and  expenses  to  the  pursuer  for  his  improper  con- 
*'  duct,  and  remit  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  proceed  accord- 
•*  ingly." 

On  reclaiming  petition,  this  interlocutor  was  adhered,  in 
June  1,  1790.  SO  far  as  regards  reducing  the  decrees  of  reduction.  '•  But, 
*'  before  answer  as  to  the  other  points  in  the  cause,  allow 
*'  the  petitioner,  Archibald  Duff,  a  proof  of  the  articles  5th 
<*  and  9th  and  intervening  articles  of  his  condescendence, 
*'  and  to  the  respondents  a  conjunct  probation,  reserving  to 
**  both  parties  all  objections  competent  against  the  wit- 
**  nesses  to  be  adduced  by  either  of  them,  as  accords." 

Tho  purport  of  these  articles  was  to  the  effect,  that  it  was 
the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  whole  tutors  and  curatorSp 
after  tho  death  of  John  Henderson,  that  the  lease  of  tho 
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Hill  and  Mains  of  Ortown  could  not  be  of  any  use  to       1793. 
an  infant,  and  they  therefore  resolved  to  raise  a  removing. 


This,  however,  was  not  proved.    After  the  proof  was  con-       ^^^^ 
eluded,  the  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor :  *^  Adhere  henpebson, 
"  to  their  interlocutor  16th  Dec.  1789,  finding  the  said  Ar-         &c. 
"chibald  DufiF  liable  to  the  pursuers  in  damages  and  ex-'^*''*  1^'1792. 
"  penses ;  and  refuse  the  desire  of  the  reclaiming  petition 
**  as  to  that  point ;  modify  the  damages  to  £5. 168. 8d.  ster- 
"  ling  yearly  as  to  the  Mill  of  Ortown,  and  to  £2.  5s.  like 
*'  money,  as  to  the  Mains ;  and  find  the  defender  liable  to 
"  the  pursuers  in  both  these  sums  during  the  years  remain- 
"  ing  unexpired  of  the  lease  when  the  decreet  of  removing 
**  was  obtained."     On  reclaiming  petition  against  this  inter- 
locator  the  Court  adhered.  -p^^^  ^7  1792. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant, — As  the  appellant,  and  the 
other  tutors  and  curators,  were  appointed  by  the  father  of 
the  respondent,  with  a  declaration  that  they  should  not  be 
liable  for  omissions,  nor  singuli  in  eolidum^  but  each  for  his 
own  intromissions  and  commissions  only,  they  could  not  be 
held  liable,  because  the  statute  1696  makes  it  lawful  for  a 
father  to  appoint  guardians  to  his  children  with  such  exemp- 
tions ;  and  declares  that  guardians  so  appointed  shall  not 
be  liable  for  omissions,  nor  the  one  for  the  others.     The 
provision  in  the  statute,  that  nothing  in  the  act  contained 
shall  liberate  from  or  dispense  with  the  making  up  of  in- 
ventories, does  not  declare  that  guardians  omitting  to  make 
up  inventories  shall  be  subject  to  the  penalties  annexed  to 
such  omission  by  the  act  1672 ;  at  any  rate,  it  is  none  of  the 
penalties  inflicted  by  that  statute,  that  guardians  shall  be 
liable  singuli  in  solidum ;  the  appellant,  therefore,  can  at 
most,  be  subjected  only  for  his  own  omissions  and  commis* 
sions,  but  not  for  the  omissions  and  commitssions  of  the  other 
guardians.    2.  As  to  the  damages  awarded  against  him  for 
the  removing,  the  respondent  has  brought  no  evidence  of 
the  allegations  upon  which  this  claim  is  founded.     Besides, 
it  was  clearly  for  the  interest  of  the  respondent  to  get  quit 
of  the  farm  and  mill,  and  she  has  sustained  no  damage  by 
these  decreets  of  removing. 

Pleaded  f&r  tlte  Respondents. — 1.  The  interlocutors  finding 
the  appellant  and  the  other  tutors  liable  jointly  and  several- 
ly, for  whatever  charge  might  be  fixed  upon  them  in  the 
present  suit,  are  clearly  founded  on  the  law  of  Scotland^ 


1 
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1792.       which  it  is  unnecessary  to  state  at  length  on  this  head ;  bat 
"  reference  may  be  made  to  Mr.  Erskine^s  Institnt'e,  B.  i.  tit 

^  v^'  7,  §  27.  The  exception  there  mentioned  to  the  genend 
HKKDsaBON,  Hilo,  "  That  tutors  are  liable  sinffuli  in  solidum^  of  those 
^^  who  are  named  by  the  father,  as  allowed  by  the  act  1696,  c. 
8,  with  a  special  proviso  that  each  tutor  shall  be  liable  onlj 
for  himself,  and  not  for  others,  under  which  the  appellant 
attempts  to  shelter  himself,  cannot  aid  him,  because  that  act 
contains  an  express  declaration,  *^  That  nothing  therein  con- 
tained shall  liberate  from  or  dispense  with  the  making  of 
iuTentories/'  as  required  by  the  act  1672,  c.  2.  And  that 
act  again  declares.  That  no  tutor  shall  have  authority  to  ex« 
ercise  the  office  till  an  inventory  is  made.  As  the  appellant 
and  his  co-tutors  neglected  to  make  up  inventories,  they  are 
in  the  same  situation  as  if  they  had  not  been  named  by  the 
father,  and  had  illegally  intromitted ;  and  consequently 
each  of  them  must  be  answerable  for  the  acts  and  deeds, 
receipts,  and  omissions  of  the  whole.  2.  As  to  the  damages 
arising  from  the  conduct  of  the  appellant  in  conspiring  to 
oust  his  infant  ward  of  the  farm  and  mill  of  Ortown,  these 
are  justly  due,  because  it  was  the  duty  of  these  guardians  to 
preserve  the  lease  of  these  for  her  interest  and  behoof.  And 
it  was  illegal  in  them  to  eject  her  therefrom  in  the  circum- 
stances and  manner  they  did,  seeing  that  many  years  of  the 
lease  had  then  to  run.  But  if  the  guardians  really  thought 
that  it  was  not  for  the  interest  of  the  ward  to  keep  the  lease, 
the  proper  course  was  to  have  tried  to  dispose  of  it ;  and  it 
is  in  evidence  that  they  might  then  have  got  a  premium  for 
it.  The  truth  is,  that  the  appellant  being  factor  for  the 
landlord,  he  had  availed  himself  of  his  situation  of  tutor,  to 
detect  and  discover  a  flaw  in  the  lease,  and  thereby  to  tako 
advantage  of  it  in  the  manner  that  was  done. 
After  hearing  counsel, 

Lord  Cha>'cellor  Thurlow, — Aflter  a  few  remarks  animad- 
verting on  the  appellant's  conduct,-^8aid  : 

"  Instead  of  acting  the  part  of  a  parent  to  this  family  the  appel- 
lant had  taken  the  advantage  of  the  knowledge  of  their  dream- 
stances  which  his  situation  enabled  him  to  acquire,  to  distress  and 
impoverish  them.  Without  entering  into  the  validity  of  the  objec- 
tions which  had  been  made  to  the  deed  of  lease  in  question,  and  the 
connection  which  subsisted  between  the  different  parties  in  the  caose^ 
it  was  clear  the  relation  in  which  he  then  stood  towards  them  oagbt 
to  have  prevented  the  appellant  from  taking  any  advantage  of  them. 
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The  Court  of  Senio%  instead  of  haTing  done  too  much  for  the  re-        1793. 

spondents,  had  awarded  them  little  more  than  a  fiflfch  of  what  was  i_— 

their  dae.    As  a  punishment  on  the  appellant  for  the  part  he  had  irvike,  &c. 

acted,  he  would  more  ihat  the  appeal  be  dismissed  with  £200  y^^XiBNTiifs. 

costs." 

It  was  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocu* 
tor  complained  of  be  affirmed,  with  £200  costs. 

For  Appellant,  W.  Grant,  W.  Tait. 

For  Respondents,  Sir  J,  Scott,  J*  Anstruther. 


Sir  Alex.  Ramsay  Irvine,  &  Robert  Einnear,  Appellants ; 
Albx.  Valentine,         ...  Respondent. 

House  of  LordSy  4th  March  1793. 

Lbasb — Assignees — Suspension — Compbtbnct.  —  A  Lease  was 
taken  to  the  tenant,  his  hdrs  and  assignees,  such  assignees  to  be 
Improved  of  by  the  landlord.  On  assigning  the  lease : — Held  that 
the  landlord  was  not  entitled  to  impose  new  and  more  ample  oon« 
ditions  in  his  own  farour  in  giying  such  consent  or  approTaL  A 
decree  of  reduction  haying  been  extracted,  and  suspension 
brought  of  that  decree  ;  Held  that  saspension  of  a  decree  inforo 
of  the  Court  of  Session  was  incompetent 

The  respondent  obtained  leases  of  the  farms  of  Easter 
and  Wester  Pitgarvie,  the  fatter  of  which  originally  belong- 
ed to  him.  The  leases  were  for  a  term  of  19  years,  and 
thereafter  for  the  life  of  the  person  then  in  possession. 
They  were  both  taken  to  Alexander  Valentine,  his  heirs  and 
assignees  (such  assignees  being  always  agreeable  to,  and  ap- 
proved of  by  the  said  Alexander  Ramsay  Irvine,  his  heirs  and 
successors,  by  a  writing  under  his  or  their  hands  to  that  ef- 
fect). And  certain  conditions  as  to  cropping  and  enclosing 
and  fencing  were  laid  on  the  tenant,  and  also  binding  him 
"  to  take  the  advice  and  direction  of  the  said  Alexander 
"  Ramsay  Irvine  and  his  foresaids,  as  to  the  fences  to  be 
'^  put  upon  said  possession.  And  for  the  said  Alexander 
''  Valentine  and  his  foresaids,  their  encouragement  in  carry- 
<<  ing  on  the  said  ditches,  Sir  Alexander  Ramsay  obliges 
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1793.       ''  himself  and  bis  foresaids  to  advance  money  from  time  to 

"  time.'-' 

IRVINE,  &c.       Having  obtained  tbese  leases  at  a  small  rent  of  £100,  the 
TAI.EKTINS.  tenant  laid  out  considerable  money  in  building  new  offices, 
and  enclosing  and  fencing. 

In  consequence  of  these  outlays  he  was  under  the  neces- 
sity of  obtaining  a  loan  of  £300  on  the  security  of  the 
leases.  When  this  transaction  came  to  be  completed  bj 
deed,  the  landlord  having  inserted  a  clause  of  absolute  re- 
nunciation of  the  leases,  he  refused  to  sign  it.  Thereafter, 
and  of  his  own  accord,  the  landlord  caused  an  advertieement 
to  be  inserted  in  the  newspapers,  calling  upon  the  tenant's 
creditors  to  lodge  their  claims  with  him,  stating  to  his  agent 
by  letter :  ''  I  shall  soon  send  you  the  substance  of  an  agree- 
"  ment  betwixt  Mr.  Valentine  and  me,  to  be  executed  in 
*'  form ;  whereby  I  am  to  pay  off  his  debts  and  take  his 
'*  farm  for  certain  under  my  management,  for  my  reim- 
'*  bursement ;  and  if  all  his  debts  are  not  extinguished 
"  (which  will  then  be  in  my  person)  within  a  limited  time 
"  then  the  farm  is  to  devolve  to  me,  and  the  lease  will  beat 
**  an  end.  But  my  name  is  not  to  be  mentioned  in  the  ad* 
*'  vertisement."  The  advertisement  appeared ;  but,  in  con« 
sequence  of  its  damaging  the  tenant's  credit,  he  was  obliged 
to  become  bankrupt.  He  executed  a  trust  deed  empower- 
ing trustees  to  dispose  of  the  leases.  At  a  meeting  of  his 
creditors,  the  leases  were  agreed  to  be  disposed  of  by  pob* 
lie  auction,  the  appellant  appearing  as  a  creditor  at  the 
meeting,  acting  as  proses,  and  signing  the  minutes. 

This  minute,  so  signed  by  him,  was  in  the  eye  of  law,  an 
unconditional  consent  to  the  sale  of  the  leases-  Afterwanis, 
however,  the  appellant  was  pleased  not  so  to  consider  it; 
and  a  few  days  before  the  sale  he  transmitted  a  series  of 
conditions,  which  he  insisted  to  be  imposed  on  the  pur- 
chasing tenant  before  he  would  consent  to  the  same.  These 
were,  1.  That  the  tenant  shall  reside  on  the  farm,  and  ha^e 
no  other  residence,  and  no  other  farm.  2.  That  the  tenaot 
shall  find  security  for  five  years'  rent,  and  for  the  stocking 
of  the  farm.  3.  Half  of  the  arable  land  upon  the  farm  laid 
down  with  grass  seed  with  the  first  crop,  and  to  continue  in 
grass  for  four  years.  4.  That  the  tenant  shall  support  the 
hedges,  and  leave  them  in  a  suitable  condition  on  removal. 
These  conditions  were  new,  and  not  such  as  were  con- 
tained in  the  lease  to  be  sold.  They  were,  besides,  such  as 
prevented  competition  at  the  sale,  as  was  proved  by  those 
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who  attended.   The  reauU  was,  that  after  adjournments,  the       1793. 
price  was  redaced  to  £200,  and  the  appellant  having  offer- 


ed that  Bum,  became  the  purchaser.  The  conditions,  of  «vinb»  ^^' 
coarse,  could  not  affect  him ;  but  the  tendency  of  them  was  yALKHTiNs. 
to  deter  competition^  in  order  that  the  lease  might  be 
thrown  on  his  hands.  Soon  thereafter  he  let  the  said  farms 
to  Kinnear,  at  a  rent  of  £180  per  annum  for  38  years.  Up* 
on  which  the  present  action  of  count  and  reckoning,  and 
reduction  and  removing  was  brought  against  both  Ramsay 
IrFine  and  his  tenant  Kinnear.  The  reduction  being  appli- 
cable to  Einnear's  lease. 

The  Court  unanimously  '^  Sustain  the  reasons  of  reduc- Jane  30, 1791. 
*'  tion  in  so  far  as  regards  the  defender  Sir  Alexander  B.am- 
"  say  Irvine,  and  reduce,  decern,  and  declare  accordingly  ; 
"  Find  him  accountable  to  the  petitioner  for  the  profits  of 
"  the  farms  of  Easter  and  Wester  Pitgarvie  since  the  date 
"  of  his  purchase,  after  allowance  of  the  £200  ;  and  remit 
"  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  hear  parties'  procurators  on  the 
"  amount  of  these  profits,  and  to  do  as  he  shall  see  cause ; 
'*  And  further  find  that  the  defenders,  Sir  Alexander  Ram- 
''  say  Irvine  and  Robert  Kinnear,  must  remove  from  the 
'^  said  farms  at  the  term  of  Martinmas  next,  and  decern." 
On  reclaiming  petition  the  Court  adhered.  j^    ^  ^^^^ 

This  decree  being  extracted,  a  suspension  was  brought, 
which  the  tenant  contended  was  just  a  renewal  of  the  same 
cause  of  discussion,  and  his  counsel  (the  late  Lord  President 
Hope)  pleaded  :*  ^'  If  such  proceedings  were  tolerated,  for 
the  future  your  Lordships  must  sit  like  Sybils  writing  your 
oracles  upon  leaves,  and  scattering  them  to  the  winds, 

Foliis  tantum  tu  carmina  mandas 

£t  turbata  yolant  rapidis  ladibria  ventis. 

Tour  decrees,  instead  of  being  the  grave  of  disputes  and  of 
animosities,  will  give  birth  and  fresh  vigour  to  every  spe> 
cies  of  contention  ;  and  the  rights  of  the  people  will  be  un- 
hinged by  those  very  means  which,  in  this  and  every  other 
country,  have  been  intended  to  foreclose  and  secure  them 
for  ever."  The  Court  held  that  a  suspension  of  a  decree  in 
faro  was  incompetent.f  Feb.  28,1792. 

*  Written  pleading  in  Session  Papers* 

f  Opinions  of  Judges. 

Lord  Pbbsident  Campbell. — ^^  The  instrumentum  novitur  re- 
pertum  makes  no  difference.  The  missive,  which  is  not  in  Valen- 
tine's handwriting,  must  have  been  drawn  by  Sir  Alexander's  direc- 

▼OL.   III.  U 
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1793.  Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 


IRVINE  ,  &c.     Pleaded  for  the  Appellant — The  respondent's  estate  bar* 
VALENTINE   ^"S  ^®®^  sequostratod  under  the  bankrupt  statute,  he  di- 


tioDy  is  short!  J  expressed,  with  a  reference  to  the  lease  of  the  other 
farm  ;  and  it  is  not  pointed  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  Infoniis* 
tion.  But  supposing  the  intention  at  that  time  to  have  been,  tibat 
assignees  should  be  simply  excluded,  the  inference  is  rather  against 
Sir  Alexander^  such  intention  haying  been  departed  from  when  the 
lease  was  extended. 

*'  Even  if  assignees  had  been  simplj  excluded,  the  lease  containi 
no  irritant  clause  in  case  of  assigning.  Sir  -Alexander  could  odIj, 
therefore,  hare  insisted  that  the  assignees  should  not  possess,  bat  that 
the  possession  should  be  held  bj  the  tenant  or  his  heirs  ;  and  it  if 
doubtful  whether  subtenants  would  haye  been  excluded,  as  the  mil- 
siye  shows  that  the  farm  was  actually  then  possessed  by  YalentiiM 
and  his  subtenants,  and  in  leases  of  snch  long  endurance,  exdnsioiis 
should  not  be  implied.  It  is  doubted  whether  the  decision,  Aliaoa 
t;.  Froudfoot,  22d  Jan.  1788,  (Mor.  p.  15,290),  goes  to  such  a  caie. 

*'  But  the  present  lease  does  not  simply  exclude  assignees ;  on  the 
contrary,  it  admits  them,  with  a  proyiso  of  their  being  such  as  the 
landlord  should  approye  of;  and  there  is  a  subsequent  clause,  whidi 
eyidently  shows  that  an  arbitrary  power  of  rejecting  could  not  be 
meant, — the  lease,  after  1 9  years,  haying  been  taken  for  the  lifetime 
of  the  person  then  in  possession,  without  distinguishing  whether 
such  person  was  the  original  tacksman,  or  his  heir  or  assignee.  He 
might  happen  to  haye  no  heirs  who  could  succeed  to  him  by  law 
without  special  destination,  or,  in  other  words,  assigning  the  leaae^ 
so  as  to  giye  effect  to  this  clause,  of  adding  a  life  to  the  19  yean. 

<<  The  lease  was  entered  into  of  the  same  date  with  the  sale;  thej 
were  partes  ejuidem  negoiiiy  and  eyery  stipulation  in  &Tonr  of  the 
tenant  is  to  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  purchase  money.  If  one 
may  judge  from  the  high  rent  which  Sir  Alexander  got  from  IheMW 
tenant,  after  keeping  the  farm  one  single  year  in  his  possession,  ui 
laying  out,  as  he  says,  £60,  besides  that  year's  rent,  in  summer  fal- 
lowing and  draining,  it  seems  plain  that  he  made  a  yery  easy  piv* 
chase  of  lands,  and  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  Valentine  wooU 
haye  sold  them  upon  any  other  terms  than  securing  the  posseasoo 
at  a  moderate  rent  for  19  years,  and  a  life  thereafter.  A  simple  and 
unqualified  exclusion  of  assignees  is  easily  understood,  fiat  wbea 
other  words  or  clauses  are  thrown  in,  we  must  haye  recourse  to  tbe 
probable  intention  of  parties,  and  to  eyidence  arising  upon  the  free 
of  the  transaction,  to  discoyer  what  was  meant,  firery  suck  case 
must  depend  on  its  circumstances,  and  therefore  the  dedsiaDS  icfc^ 
red  to  by  Sir  Alexander  do  not  apply. 
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Tested  himself  of  the  leases  in  qaestion»  by  a  regular  deed       '^^^' 
of  conveyance  to  the  trustees  for  his  creditors,  giving  them  . 

a  eomplete  power  to  sell.  The  trustees  sold  the  leases  by  «/ 
auotioDy  in  a  manner  exactly  conformable  to  the  respond-  valbmtimb. 
dent'^  deed^  with  concurrence  pf  the  creditors,  after  regular 
advertisements  and  repeated  adjournments.  The  leases  are 
therefore  gone  from  him  for  ever ;  and  what  remains  with 
him  is  only  an  interest,  entitling  him  to  call  the  trustees  to 
account  By  the  conception  of  the  lease  to  the  respondent, 
the  landlord  reserved  to  himself  a  negative  against  assign- 
ments ;  and  the  necessary  consequence  of  this  was,  that  if 
he  gave  his  consent,  be  was  entitled  to  qualify  it  with  new 
conditions  different  from  those  in  the  lease  sold. 

Pkcuiedfor  the  Respondent* — It  did  not  follow  because 
the  Undlord  had  reserved  to  himself  a  power  to  approve  or 
diaapprove  of  assignees,  that  in  giving  his  consent  he  was 
entitled  to  couple  that  consent  with  new  and  unfavourable 
conditions,  for  such  would,  in  substance,  entitle  him  to  make 
a  new  lease  altogether,  entirely  beneficial  to  himself,  and 
different  from  the  original  right.  In  the  present  case,  the 
conditions  imposed  materially  altered  the  lease,  and  affect- 


**  Besides,  Sir  Alexander,  at  the  meeting  30th  May,  having  acted 
aa  presea,  did  expressly  concur  in  the  measure  of  a  sale  of  the  leases, 
and  it  is  frivdous  to  say,  that  he  concurred  only  as  a  creditor,  and 
did  not  mean  to  consent  as  a  landlord ;  or  to  attempt,  by  parole  evi- 
dence, to  prove  that  he  annexed  conditions  which  were  not  specified 
in  the  minutes.  Had  he  not  consented  to  the  saie»  and  had  it  been  un- 
deistood  that  there  was  any  doubt  of  the  tenant's  power  to  assign,  it 
wag  in  the  power  of  the  creditors,  and  their  trustees,  to  have  enabled 
him  to  continue  the  possession  whether  Sir  Alexander  would  or  not. 

'<  Sir  Alexander's  conduct  at  the  after  meetings,  in  beating  down 
the  upset  price,  and  deterring  offerers,  by  adding  very  severe  condi- 
tions, and  thereby  new  modelling  the  lease  altogether,  had  evidently 
the  effect  of  throwing  the  farms  into  his  own  hands  at  a  great  under 
value,  to  the  prejudice  both  of  the  tenant  and  his  creditors. 

''  The  proof  engrossed  in  the  former  papers  shows  clearly  how  this 
stands,  and  the  lesion  is  clearly  instructed  by  his  own  state  annexed  ■ 
to  the  Information,  where,  after  screwing  up  the  supposed  outlays, 
with  interest,  &c.,  he  is  obliged  to  make  a  considemble  surplus 
rent* 

*^  Tacks  are  inore  &vourably  constructed  (construed  ?)  now  for 
tenants  than  formerly.    Kaimes'  Rem.  Dec.  4  Dec.  1747,  Elliot." 

Vide  President  CampbeUs  Session  Papers,  No.  6S» 
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1793.       ed  the  sale  thereof  so  much,  as  to  deter  any  one  from  buy- 
itig  it  except  the  landlord,  in  whose  hands  the  conditioBft 


IRVINE,  &c.  would  fall  to  the  ground.    The  lease  was  for  19  yeare,  with 

V, 
TALBMTINB 


an  eventual  liferent  of  the  farms  to  the  person  in  poBseoion 


at  the  end  of  that  period.  The  power  therefore  granted  of 
assigning  with  the  landlord's  approval,  could  not  entitle  bim, 
on  granting  such  consent,  to  insert  arbitrarily  additioDal 
conditions,  altering  entirely^  and  depreciating  the  value  oi 
the  lease  to  be  assigned.  Besides,  the  minute  signed  bj 
the  appellant,  as  preses  of  the  meeting  of  his  creditors,  bj 
which  he  gave  an  unqualified  consent  to  the  sale,  ought  not 
to  have  been  receded  from,  by  subsequently  insisting  or  in- 
serting in  the  articles  of  roup  these  oppressive  conditioitfi 
which  deterred  purchasers  from  buying,  and  tended  to 
force  the  leases  into  his  own  hands,  by  all  which  he  was  en- 
abled to  let  the  farms  to  Einnear  at  an  increased  rent  of 
£180  per  annum.  The  whole  transaction  is  therefore  re- 
ducible, and  he  entitled  to  redress. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  said  interlocutor  of  the 
30th  June  1791,  complained  of  in  the  said  appeal  be 
varied,  by  inserting  after  the  word  ("  cause,")  the  fol- 
lowing words  ("  without  prejudice,  however,  to  anj 
claims  or  demands  which  may  be  competent  to  the  cre- 
ditors of  the  respondent,  or  to  the  said  Sir  Alexander 
Ramsay  Irvine  merely  as  creditor,  and  to  their  trus- 
tees in  respect  thereof");  and  in  respect  that  the sui 
Robert  Einnear  appears  not  to  have  been  yet  heard  for 
his  interest  before  the  Court  of  Session  or  the  Lord 
Ordinary :  It  is  dierefore  further  ordered,  Thatthesud 
cause  be  remitted  back  to  the  Court  of  Session  to  beii 
parties  upon  the  said  interest  of  the  said  Robert  Kio- 
near;  and  in  respect  that  in  case  of  judgment  passs; 
in  favour  of  the  said  Robert  Einnear,  the  privity  attl 
relation  which  may  thereupon  be  found  to  subsist  b^ 
tween  Sir  Alexander  Ramsay  Irvine  and  the  said  Bo- 
bert  Einnear,  may  appear  to  make  some  difference  as  to 
the  mode  and  form  of  redress  which  may  be  competest 
to  the  pursuer,  Alex.  Valentine:  It  is  further  ordered 
and  adjudged.  That  the  said  consideration  of  the  ea« 
be,  in  like  manner  remitted  back  to  the  said  Court  of 
Session.  And  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged,  Tbil 
in  the  meantime  the  said  interlocutor  be  reversed^  in  ^ 
far  as  it  finds  that  the  defenders,  Sir  Alex.  Ramaj  It* 
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▼ine  and  Robert  Einnear,  his  tenant,  must  remove  from       1793. 
the  said  farm  at  the  term  of  Martinmas  then  next. 


without  prejudice^  however,  to  any  point  which  may  ^^^  ^^^^ 
arise  thereupon ;  and  that,  with  these  variations,  the  aTiwAax  &c, 
said  interlocutor  be  affirmed ;  and  it  is  further  ordered 
That  the  said  appeal  be  dismissed  as  to  the  said  inter- 
locutor complained  of,  dated  the  9th  July  1791,  but 
without  prejudice  to  the  several  matters  herein  before 
remitted,  or  to  any  consequence  which  may  arise  from 
thence :  And  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged,  That 
the  said  interlocutor  of  28th  February  1792,  complain- 
ed of  in  the  said  appeal,  be  and  the  same  is  hereby  af- 
firmed, without  prejudice  to  any  other  questions  which 
may  arise. 

For  Appellants,  W.  Grants  Thomas  Macdonald. 
For  Respondent,  Allan  Maconochie,  Wm.  Tait^  Chas. 

Hope* 


The  Right  Hon.  Basil  Wm.  Douglas,  com-^ 
monly  called  Lord  Daer,  Eldest  son  of  the)-  Appellant; 
Earl  of  Selkirk,        -  .  .  ) 

The  Hon.  Keith  Stewart  and  Others,  Free-)   ^  , 

holders  of  the  Stewartry  of  Kirkcudbright,)      ^^ 

House  of  Lords,  26th  March  1793. 

Mbmbbb  op  ParliamenTif— Held  the  eldest  son  of  a  Peer  ineligible 
to  be  elected  a  Member  to  sit  in  the  Commons  House  of  Parlia- 
ment 

The  present  question  relates  to.  Whether  the  eldest  son 
of  a  peer  can  represent  a  Scotch  county  in  the  British  House 
of  Commons  ? 

The  appellant,  conceiving  he  had  such  a  right,  lodged  his 
claim  for  being  enrolled  a  freeholder  of  the  Stewartry  of 
Kirkcudbright,  at  Michaelmas  head  court  in  1791,  in  respect 
of  his  standing  infeft  and  seized  in  the  lands  of  Over  Mains 
of  Twynham  of  50s.  old  extent,  by  charter  or  grant  from  the 
crown,  and  other  titles  set  forth  in  his  claim,  and  exhibited 
at  the  meeting. 

To  his  right  to  be  put  upon  the  roll,  it  was  objected. 
That  the  claimant,  being  the  eldest  son  of  a  peer  of  the 
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.  ^go  realm^  is  incapable  of  being  enrolled  as  a  freeholder,  or  of 

'  electing,  or  being  elected,  a  member  of  parliament 

LORD  OAER  Tbo  appoUaot  having  given  an  answer  satisfactory  to  a 

^'    »  maiority  of  the  freeholders,  his  name  was  put  on  the  roll  of 

8TBWABT  &C  •'  »  '  *• 

'  '  freeholders  by  their  order.  But  against  this  order  the  re- 
spondents complained  to  the  Court  of  Session,  in  terms  of 
the  act  16  Geo.  II.  c.  11. 

They  contended,  that  by  the  law  and  constitution  of  Scot- 
land, the  eldest  sons  of  the  peers  of  parliament,  were  con- 
sidered as  of  an  order  different  from  the  commons  or  free- 
holders under  the  rank  of  nobility ;  and  were  not  meant  to 
'  be  comprehended  in  the  class  of  lesser  barons  or  freehold- 
ers, to  whom  the  privilege  of  electing  or  being  elected  com- 
missioners of  the  shires  was  given  bj  the  act  1587,  and  sub- 
sequent statutes ;  for  evidence  of  which  they  relied  on  the 
following  transactions  in  parliament,  viz.  an  entry  in  the 
journals  of  parliament  of  Scotland,  of  the  23d  April  1685, 
which  is  in  the  following  words :  *^  In  respect  that  Viscoont 
"  Tarbet's  eldest  son,  elected  one  of  the  commissioners  for 
the  shire  of  Ross,  by  reason  that  his  father  is  nobilitated, 
cannot  now  represent  that  shire,  warrant  was  given  to  the 
'<  freeholders  of  that  shire  to  meet  and  elect  another  person 
*'  in  his  place."  2.  They  also  founded  on  an  entry  in  the 
journals  of  the  meetings  of  the  estates,  or  convention  of 
parliament  1689,  in  the  following  terms :  '^  Edinburgh,  18th 
"  March  1689.  The  Meeting  of  Estates  having  beard  there- 
"  port  of  f  he  committee  for  elections,  bearing  that  in  the  con- 
**  troverted  election  for  the  burgh  of  Linlithgow  in  favour  of 
Lord  Livingston  and  Wm.  Higgins^it  is  the  opinion  of  the 
committee  that  Wm.  Higgins'  commission  ought  to  be  pre- 
"  f erred ;  first,  in  regard  to  Lord  Livingstone's  incapadtj  to 
**  represent  a  burgh,  being  the  eldest  son  of  a  peer;  secondlji 
*'  in  respect  that  Wm.  Higgins  was  more  regularly  and  fonnal- 
"  ly  elected  by  the  plurality  of  the  votes  of  the  burgesses: 
''  They  have  approven  and  approve  of  the  said  report  in  bod 
*'  the  heads  thereof,  and  interpone  their  authority  thereto." 
3.  The  following  entry  in  the  Journals  of  the  Commons  of 
Great  Britain.  3  Dec.  1708,  made  on  hearing  the  matter  of 
several  petitions  complaining  of  the  election  and  return  of 
four  eldest  sons  of  peers  of  Scotland,  to  represent  diffieresi 
places  in  that  part  of  the  United  Kingdom,  in  the  first  pa^ 
liament  after  the  Union.  A  motion  being  made,  and  the 
question  put,  ^*  That  the  eldest  sons  of  peers  of  Scotlssd 
'*  were  capable,  by  the  laws  of  Scotland  at  the  time  of  the 
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*'  Umon,  to  elect  or  to  be  elected  as  commiasioners  for       IT&S 

"  shires  or  burghs  to  the  parliament  of  Scotland ;  and  there-    • 

"  fore,  by  the  treaty  of  Union,  are  capable  to  elect  or  bo  i-^^^  »akr 
"  elected  to  represent  any  shire  or  burgh  in  Scotland  to  sitsTSMrART,  &c. 
*'iQ  the  House  of  Commons;  it  passed  in  the  negative.'" 
4.  The  entry  in  the  Journals  of  1766,  ordering  a  writ  to 
issae  for  electing  a  member  for  the  county  of  Dumfries,  in 
the  room  of  Lord  Chas.  Douglas,  become  the  eldest  son  of 
the  Duke  of  Queensberry ;  and  a  similar  entry  in  1787,  in 
the  case  of  Lord  Elcho.     The  respondent  further  maintain- 
ed, that  there  was  no  instance  since  the  passing  of  the  act 
J587,  of  the  eldest  son  of  a  peer  voting,  or  attempting  to 
vote,  in  the  election  of  the  commons,  or  being  elected,  ex- 
cept in  Lord  Livingstone's  case  1689,  and  in  the  case  in 
1708  just  mentioned.      The  conclusion  thence  was,  1.  That 
the  law  was  against  the  right  of  a  peer's  eldest  son  enjoying 
such  a  privilege.     2.  That  if  they  had  ever  any  such  right, 
it  was  lost  by  disuse. 

The  appellant,  on  the  other  hand,  pleaded  the  statutes 
1587,  1661  and  1681,  as  bestowing,  in  express  and  clear 
terms,  the  right  of  being  enrolled  and  voting  at  elections 
for  the  shires  upon  the  eldest  sons  of  peers  in  cummon  with 
all  other  persona  possessed  of  lands  of  tenure  and  extent 
therein  mentioned,  not  being  Lords  of  Parliament^  or  noble- 
men. This  last  term  being  used  as  synonymous  with  Lords 
of  Parliament.  He  further  contended,  that  if  the  sons  of 
peers  were  entitled,  and  in  use  to  sit  in  parliament  as  lesser 
barons  or  freeholders  before  the  act  1587,  it  followed  that 
a/ier  it,  they  were  electors,  and  eligible  to  be  elected  mem- 
bers of  parliament,  for  that  act  had  no  other  object  but  to 
introduce  representations  in  place  of  personal  attendance. 
In  evidence  that  they  were  entitled  so  to  sit,  and  in  many 
instances  exercised  the  right,  the  appellant  produced  ex- 
tracts, or  certified  copies  of  the  rolls  of  parliament  1478, 
1481,  1488, 1503,  1526,  1526,  1546, 1567, 1568. 

The  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor:  "  Sustain  the  Jan.24, 1799. 
"  objection  to  the  appellant's  claim  for  enrolment ;  find  the 
*•  freeholders  did  wrong  in  enrolling  him  in  the  roll  of  free- 
"  holders  for  the  Stewartry  of  Kirkcudbright,  and  grant  war- 
"  rant  to  and  ordain  the  Stewart  clerk  to  expunge  his  name 
''  from  the  roll. 

Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant, — The  only  question  in  this 
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1793.       cause  (as  the  appellant  apprehends)  is,  Whether  his  being 
the  eldest  son  of  a  peer  of  Scotland,  was  in  law  a  bar  to  his 


LORD   DAE& 


claim  to  be  enrolled  in  the  roll  of  freeholders  of  the  Stewart- 
STEWART,  &c.  ry  of  Ejrkcadbright  ?  To  this  precise  qaestion  the  freehold- 
ers and  the  Court  of  Session  ought  to  have  confined  them- 
selves. What  may  result  from  his  being  put  on  the  roll  is 
in  the  meantime  problematical.  If  elected  to  serve  in  the 
House  of  Commons^  the  present  is  not  the  time,  nor  this 
Court  the  place,  to  judge  in,  and  determine  such  a  matier. 
The  statute  1 587  enacts,  ^*  That  all  Jreeholders  of  the 
"  king,  under  the  degree  of  prelates  and  lords  of  parliament, 
*'  shall  be  summoned  to  attend  the  election  of  the  commis- 
''  sioners  for  the  shire,  and  have  voices,  provided  they  are 
'<  possessed  of  a  40s.  land."  The  appellant  is  possessed  of  & 
40s.  land  held  of  the  king,  and  he  is  a  person  under  the  de- 
gree of  prelates  and  lords  of  parliament.  The  act  1661  enacts, 
that  all  heritors  who  hold  a  40s.  land  of  the  king  in  capiu, 
shall  be  and  are  capable  to  vote  in  the  election  of  commis- 
sioners to  parliament,  excepting  noblemen  and  their  vassak 
The  appellant  is  not  a  nobleman.  The  third  statute  1681, 
refers  to  the  two  former  for  the  description  of  persons  iriio 
were  to  be  put  upon  the  roll,  these  being  generally,  "  The 
whole  freeholders,  having  election  of  commissioners."  Be- 
sides, the  act  16  Geo.  IL,  under  the  direction  of  which  the 
Court  of  Session  acts,  does  not  say  a  syllable  to  countenance 
the  idea  that  a  peer's  eldest  son  is  not  entitled  to  be  put  ob 
the  roll ;  and  there  is  not  one  legal  authority  in  the  lav  ti 
Scotland  who  lays  down  such  a  doctrine. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — Although  the  only  ques- 
tion between  the  parties  is,  Whether  the  noble  appeUast 
had  or  had  not  a  right  to  be  admitted  to  the  roll  of  free- 
holders ?  the  solution  of  that  question  must  necessarily  de- 
pend upon  his  eligibility  to  elect  or  be  elected,  the  right  to 
elect  and  be  elected  going  hand  in  hand ;  and  unless  where, 
by  particular  statutes,  a  disqualification  in  one  respect 
only  is  imposed.  The  act  1587  ordered  the  freehold- 
ers to  elect  freeholders.  The  act  1661,  c.  35,  declares 
that  persons  of  a  particular  description  '*  shall  be  and  are 
'*  capable  to  vote  in  the  election  of  commissioners  of  paziia- 
"  ment,  and  to  be  elected  commissioners  to  parliament'* 
The  act  1681  calls  the  roll  of  freeholders  the  roll  of  elec- 
tions. Fountainhall,  when  mentioning  an  election  for  the 
county  of  Mid-Lothian  that  took  place  upon  the  12th  March 
1685,  observes,  that  ''  the  King's  Advocate  and  Justice 
<'  Clerk  should  not  have  voted  in  this  election  because,  being 
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"  officers  of  state,  they  were  not  capable  to  be  elected  sunt       1793. 

"  correlata  quorum  una  sublato  tollitur  et  alterum"     The  act    

of  12th  of  Anne,  cap.  6,  constantly  joins  together  the  right  to  ^^^^  ^^'* 
▼ote  and  the  right  to  be  elected.     The  act  16  Geo.  II.  also  8tbwart,&o. 
proYides,  in  the  same  manner ;  so  that  it  would  not  do  to 
attempt,  as  is  here  done,  to  separate  the  right  to  be  put  on 
the  roll  of  freeholders  from  the  right  of  being  elected  a 
commissioner  to  parliament.     They  are  identically  one  and 
the  same  right,  and  the  one  necessarily  involyes  the  other. 
Bat  the  constitution  of  almost  every  country  is  the  creature 
of  usage.    It  is  seldom  to  be  found  in  any  written  code,  and 
the  principles  upon  which  it  in  part  depends,  are  often  dif- 
ficult to  be  traced  in  history,  and  sometimes  cannot  be  at  all 
discovered.    It  suffers  alterations  by  degrees,  and  owing  to 
a  change  of  manners  and  of  sentiments,  as  it  were  imper* 
ceptibly ;  but  when  moulded  by  long  usage  into  a  system, 
no  innovation,  however  expedient  it  may  be,  can  be  intro- 
duced by  courts  of  law,  or  in  any  other  manner  than  by  tl^e 
general  voice  of  the  people,  collected  and  declared  in  a  con- 
stitutional manner.     It  is  in  vain  for  those  who  have  had  no 
seat  in  the  legislative  assembly  for  a  long  tract  of  time,  to 
attempt  to  claim  it  on  the  pretence  that  they  enjoyed  it  in 
a  more  ancient  time,  and  could  not  lose  by  disuse  what  was 
their  acknowledged  right.     Such  disuse,  in  matters  of  na- 
tional concern,  becomes  contrary  usage,  which  is  of  itself 
sufficient  not  only  to  alter  the  constitution  of  parliament, 
but  also  to  impair  the  prerogative  of  the  crown.     It  is,  how- 
ever,  an  admitted  fact,  that  for  more  than  two  centuries 
not  one  instance  can  be  traced  of  the  eldest  son  of  a  Scot- 
tish peer  representing  a  county  or  borough  in  Scotland, 
either  in  the  Scottish  or  British  parliament,    ^ay,  tho  ap- 
pellant has  completely  failed  in  bringing  proof,  notwith- 
standing all  his  research,  that  such  eldest  sons  did  at  any 
period  sit  in  the  parliament  of  Scotland,  in  virtue  of  their 
possessing  lands  held  of  the  crown,  and  of  their  making  part 
o/the  freeholders  or  libere  tenentes.    But  the  question  does 
not  rest  upon  the  usage  of  no  sons  of  peers  sitting  in  parlia- 
ment since  1587.    There  is  the  evidence  of  positive  acts 
done,  not  only  to  indicate  the  law,  but  also  the  mind  of  the 
legislature  on  the  subject.    Such  are  the  casev  ef  Living- 
stone, Tarbet,  and  others,  whose  claims  to  be  elected  to  sit 
in  the  Commons  House  of  parliament  were  rejected,  on  the 
ground  of  their  being  the  eldest  sons  of  peers. 
After  hearing  counsel, 
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1798. 


LOED   DAEB 
V, 


Lord  Stanhope  said, 

Mt  Lords, 
**  I  refer  you  to  tbe  proceeding  in  parliament  of  Scotland,  which 

STEWART    &C  o  » 

'       had  been  founded  on  bj  tbe  respondents  in  the  case  of  the  Master 
of  Tarbet  in  1685,  and  of  Lord  Livingstone  in  1689,  as  well  as  to 
the  decision  of  the  House  of  Commons  of  Great  Britain  in  1708; 
the  two  first  of  which  cases,  I  maintain,  do  not  apply  to  the  precise 
case  in  question ;  and,  at  all  erents,  as  none  of  them  had  been  sanc- 
tioned by  any  enactment  of  the  legislature,  they  could  not  be  consi- 
dered to  constitute  law,  so  as  to  bind  either  the  Court  of  Session  or 
your  Lordships  as  a  Court  of  appeal.    He  had  heard  it  laid  down, 
upon  the  decision  of  an  appeal  from  Scotland  respecting  nominal 
and  fictitious  rotes,  by  a  noble  and  learned  Lord  (Thurlow),  to 
whose  judgment  and  abilities  the  greatest  deference  was  due,  that 
a  train  of  decisions  even  in  the  Court  of  last  appeal,  were  not  bind- 
ing as  precedents,  if  such  decisions  appeared  palpably  erroneous; 
and  in  that  sentiment,  expressed  in  so  guarded  a  manner,  I  perfect- 
ly concur.    In  the  present  instance,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Session  did  not  appear  to  him  to  be  founded  on  any  principle  of 
sound  reason ;  and,  unacquainted  as  he  was  with  legal  knowledge, 
he  would  not  have  presumed  to  deliver  his  sentiments  in  this  House, 
on  a  point  of  this  kind,  if  the  acts  of  parliament  on  the  subject  had 
not  appeared  to  him  so  clear  as  to  be  obvious  to  every  person."    (His 
Lordship  then  entered  into  a  detail  of  the  acts  of  parliament  1727 
downwards,  and  concluded  by  moving)  '^  That  the  freeholders  had 
done  right  in  ordering  Lord  Daer  to  be  enrolled,  and  that    the 
Court  of  Session  had  done  wrong  in  altering  their  judgment." 

Lord  Thurlow  said,  "  That  were  I  now  considering  this  ques- 
tion as  a  legislator,  I  would  most  probably  agree  entirely  with  the 
noble  Earl  who  had  just  sat  down,  that  there  is  no  good  reason  why 
the  eldest  sons  of  Scotch  peers  should  not  be  eligible  as  representa- 
tives in  the  Commons  House  of  Parliament  of  Great  Britain  for 
counties  and  burghs  in  Scotland,  in  the  same  way  that  the  eldest 
sons  of  peers  of  England  are,  for  English  counties  and  buigbs ;  bat 
nothing  could  be  more  dangerous  than  that  their  Lordships  should 
allow  themselves  to  act  upon  any  idea  of  legislation  when  sitting  as 
judges  in  a  Court  of  appeal ;  in  which  case,  it  was  their  doty  to 
place  themselves  exactly  in  the  situation  of  the  court  firom  wbenee 
the  appeal  comes ;  and  they  should  not  consider  what  the  kw  ought 
to  be,  but  what  it  really  is. — When  this  case  came  before  the  Cooit 
of  Session,  they  found  an  uniform  practice  of  more  than  200  years, 
taking  its  rise  in  the  act  of  parliament  1587»  which  established  in 
&ct  a  new  constitution  in  Scotland ;  by  that  act,  the  parliament  was 
made  to  consist  of  four  distinct  branches,  "  viz. — the  Prelates,  the 
Greater  Barons  or  Lords  of  Parliament,  the  Commissioners  fiom 
the  lesser  Barons,  and  the  Burgesses ;  and  it  seems  to  me  deai^ 
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that  the  eldest  sons  of  peets  were  exempted  from  being  sent  as  com-        1793. 
missioners  to  parliament,  which  was  then  considered  as  a  burden. 


In  this  the  matter  originated ;   and,  when  the  being  chosen  as  a  '^okd  daxb 
commissioner  of  parliament  was  considered  as  a  privilege,  instead  of  ^'    & 

being  a  burden,  what  was  formerly  an  exemption^  operated  then  as  * 

a  disabilitj."  (His  Lordship  then  supported  this  view  by  reference 
to  the  (acts  of  parliament  and  constitutional  history  of  Scotland) ; 
and  said^  **  That  although  such  would  haye  been  his  opinion,  as 
an  historian  or  antiquarian,  upon  the  meaning  of  the  act  of  parlia- 
ment 1587»  ftiid  on  the  law  as  it  stood  at  that  time ;  yet,  had  the 
subsequent  practice  been  different,  he  would  haye  yielded  that 
opinion ;  but  when,  on  the  contrary,  he  found  it  supported  by  the 
mufonn  inyariable  practice  of  200  years,  and  by  the  opinion  of 
every  writer  on  the  law  of  Scotland :  when  he  saw  the  proceedings 
of  the  parliament  of  Scotland  in  1685  and  1689;  and  saw  also  the 
decision  of  the  House  of  Commons  in  1708,  proceeding  upon  a  full 
hearing  and  mature  consideration,  so  recently  subsequent  to  the  act 
1707»  it  appeared  to  him  that  the  consequence  would  be  dreadful 
indeed  to  all  the  rest  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  if  their  Lordships  should 
allow  themselves,  upon  any  £ne  spun  reasoning,  to  alter  such  estab- 
hshed  law/'     He  therefore  moved  to  affirm. 

It  was  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlo- 
cutor be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Sir  J.  Scott,  Geo,  Hardinge,  T.  Erakinej 

Fro.  Hargrave,  Wm.  Adam. 
For  Respondents,  Alex.  Wight,  George  Ferguson. 


Note. — ^This  disability  was  abolished  by  the  Reform  Act,  2  Wm. 
IT.  c.  65,  and  now  the  eldest  sons  of  Scotch  Peers  may  represent 
any  county  or  burgh  in  Scotland. 
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1793. 
:  [Mor.  p.  2379  and  4617.] 

V, 

8COTT8.      David  Hay  Balfour  of  Leys,  and  Lucy  \    j  ^  llanJLi  • 
Hay^of  Moncrieff,  &c.  ^        ^        }      ^^ 

Henrietta  Scott,  Lucy  Scott,  Joanna  )  R^gnandenU. 
Scott,  Daughters  of  John  Scott,  J     *«'pv» 

House  of  Lords,  10th  April  1793. 

ExECUTRT — Collation — Domicile — Foreign. — A  party,  by  birth 
a  Scotsman,  having  a  family  estate  in  Scotland,  and  possessiog  a 
lucrative  government  appointment  there,  had,  for  eleven  years  be* 
fore  his  death,  lived  in  London,  and  died  there  intestate,  po68ei»- 
ing  £60,000^of  personal  estate  in  England,  and  a  small  personal 
estate  in  Scotland :  Held,  his  niece,  who  succeeded  by  special 
deed  (not  of  him,  but  of  her  grandfather,)  to  the  heritable  estate 
in  Scotland,  was  also  entitled  to  daim  her  distributive  share  of 
the  deceased's  whole  personal  estate,  without  collating  the  herita- 
ble estate  to  which  she  had  'succeeded,  insomuch  as,  she  claimed 
the  said  share'of  the  personal  estate  by  the  law  of  EIngland,  where 
the  deceased  had  his  domicile  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

Mr.|David  Scott  of  Scotstarvet,  on  his  marriage  with  Lucj 
Gordon,  had  settled  his'estate  to  himself  and  the  heirs  male 
of  the  marriage,  whom  failing,  to  his  other  heirs  and  assig- 
nees whatsoever. 

Of  this  marriage  there  were  issue,  1.  David  Scott,  last  of 
'  Scotstarvet ;  2.  John  Scott ;  3.  Elizabeth  Scott. 
1743.  In  1743  he  resigned  his  estate  into  the  hands  of  His  Ma- 

jesty, and  obtained  a  charter  ^^  to  himself  in  liferent,  and  to 
*'  David  Scott,  his  eldest  son,  in  fee,  and  the  heirs  male  of 
"  his  body,  whom  failing,  to  the  said  John  Scott  his  second 
**  son,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  whom  all  failing,  to 
"  his  heirs  and  assignees  whatsoever^  the  eldest  heir/emaUt 
**  excluding  all  other  heirs  portioners" 

Mr.  Scott  the  elder  died  in  1767,  and  was  succeeded  in 
his  estate  of  Scotstarvet,  worth  £1500  per  annum,  by  his 
son  David  Scott. 

The  son  David  Scott,  now  of  Scotstarvet,  continued  to  re* 
JY74.  side  on  his  estate  in  Fife  until  the  year  1774.  In  this  year 
he  quitted  it,  and  went  to  reside  in  London  for  the  remain- 
der of  his  life,  with  exception  of  an  occasional  visit  to  Scot- 
1785.  land.  He  died  in  London  in  1785  without  issue,  leaving  his 
estate  of  Scotstarvet  in  Scotland,  with  some  personal  estate 
there  of  inconsiderable  value,  and   £60,000  of  personal 
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estate  in  England.     Before  going  to  London,  he  had  been       ^^^^^ 
in  posseflsion  of  his  estate  in  Scotland  for  six  years,  and  at 


luB  death  he  had  been  11  years  in  London.    In  the  mean-  siXFoua,  &c. 
time,  his  brother  John,  mentioned  in  the  above  destination,      gcoTTs. 
had  died,  leaving  issue  the  respondents.    His  sister  Eliza* 
beth  was  also  dead ;  but  she  was  represented  by  the  appel- 
lants, her  children. 

Henrietta  Scott,  oldest  daughter  of  John  Scott,  was  the 
heir  female  entitled  to  succeed  without  division  to  the 
estate  of  Scotstarvet,  in  terms  of  the  destination  in  the  deed 
of  1743 ;  but,  besides  this,  she  also  took,  and  had  actually 
recovered  her  share  with  the  other  next  of  kin,  of  the  per- 
sonal estate  in  England  and  Scotland;  and  the  question 
raised  by  the  appellants,  in  an  action  of  declarator,  was, 
Whether  she  was  entitled,  besides  the  heritable  estate,  also 
to  take  a  share  of  the  personal  estate  without  collating  ?  In 
defence  to  the  action  raised,  and  in  answer  to  this  question, 
the  respondent,  Henrietta  Scott,  maintained  that  she  was 
entitled  to  take  both ;  1.  Because  collation  was  confined  to 
descendants,  and  did  not  extend  to  collaterals ;  2.  Because 
collation  only  applied  to  an  ab  intestato  succession,  and  not 
to  the  respondent  Henrietta  Scott,  who  took  the  estate  of 
Scotstarvet  by  special  destination  under  the  deed  1743; 
and,  3.  It  could  not  apply  to  the  personal  estate  in  England, 
because  collation  had  no  place  there;  and  the  personal 
estate  in  England  was  distributable  according  to  the  law  of 
that  country,  which  allowed  the  heir  to  take  a  share  of  the 
moveable  estate  along  with  the  next  of  kin.  4.  That  the  de- 
ceased died  domiciled  in  England :  that  his  personal  estate 
was  also  there,  and,  therefore,  whether  the  English  estate 
was  to  be  considered  ratione  rei  sitae  or  rations  domicilii^ 
in  either  event,  it  was  to  be  regulated  in  succession,  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  England. 

The  appellants  answered,  1.  That  there  was  no  difference 
recognised  in  the  law  of  Scotland,  in  applying  the  principles 
of  collation,  between  direct  and  collateral  succession.  That 
collation  applied  equally  to  both  lines — the  descending  as 
well  as  the  collateral  line ;  and  there  was  no  reason,  and  no 
authority  in  law  for  making  a  distinction.  2.  That  Henrietta 
Scott,  as  one  of  the  three  heirs  portioners  of  John  Scott,  was 
entitled  to  take  up  one-third  part  of  that  estate  as  heir  at  law 
ab  intestato.  It  is  only  therefore  as  to  the  other  two-thirds 
that  the  legal  rule  of  succession  ab  intestato  has  been  altered 
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17  vO* 


-     in  her  favour  bj  the  deed  of  1743,  declarinff,  that  the  eld- 

BALFOUR,  &C»  ,  *'  »  0» 

9.  est  heir  female  shall  exclude  all  other  heirs  portioners.    She 

8C0TTS.  ig  therefore  heir  alioque  succeasura,  in  which  case  collation 
applies,  whether  she  takes  by  seryice,  as  heir  whatsoerer, 
or  by  virtue  of  special  destination.  But,  separately ,  aL 
though  she  takes  these  two-thirds  by  special  destination  of 
her  grandfather,  yet  the  whole  succession  is  a6  intestcUo  as  to 
her  uncle.  It  is  a  share  of  her  uncle's  personal  estate  she 
claims^  and,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  she  is  not  entitled  to  this 
without  collating  the  heritable  estate  descending  to  her  by 
the  deed  of  her  grandfather.  3.  That  the  deceased  David 
Scott's  estate  in  England,  under  all  the  circumstances,  was 
to  be  regulated  by  the  law  of  Scotland ;  becausei  in  the  eye 
of  law,  he  was  domiciled  in  Scotland.  He  was  by  birth  a 
Scotsman ;  his  family  estate  was  there ;  he  enjoyed  a  lucra- 
tive government  office  there  (Director  of  Chancery);  and 
although,  for  eleven  years  previous  to  his  death,  he  had  re- 
sided in  London,  and  had  died  there,  there  was  no  reason 
to  suppose  that  he  had  left  Scotland  animo  remanendu 
Nov.  16, 1787.  The  Court  of  Session  found  that  "  the  defender,  Miss 
"  Scott,  is  not  entitled  to  claim  any  part  of  the  exeoutry  of 
**  her  uncle,  David  Scott  of  Sootstarvet  in  Scotland,  witb- 
**  out  collating  her  heritable  estate,  to  which  she  succeeds 
"  as  heir :  Finds  the  succession  to  the  said  David  Scott,  his 
"  personal  estate  in  England,  falls  to  be  regulated  by  the 
''  law  of  England ;  and  therefore,  in  so  far  as  respects  it, 
**  assoilzies  the  defender  from  the  process  of  declarator,  and 
June  17,1788. "  decerns."  On  reclaiming  petition,  by  both  appellants  and 
June  17,1788.  respondents,  the  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  appellants  brought  an  ap- 
peal, in  so  far  as  the  interlocutor  found  that  the  personal 
estate  in  England  was  to  be  regulated  by  the  law  of  Eng- 
land, and  Henrietta  Scott  brought  a  cross  appeal,  in  so  far 
as  they  found  her  not  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  ezecutry  in 
Scotland  without  collating. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants, — 1.  The  right  to  the  whole 
personal  estate,  as  well  that  in  England  as  in  Scotland, 
ought  to  be  regulated  by  the  law  of  Scotland.  The  deceas- 
ed inherited  and  possessed  a  family  estate  there ;  held  a 
government  office  there ;  was  bom  and  brought  up  there  all 
his  life,  and,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  this  family  estate  and 
government  office  were  still  possessed  by  him ;  and  though 
he  had  been  for  eleven  years  previously  residing  in  Londoo 
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and  had  died  there,  yet  Scotland  was  the  place  of  his  domi-       1793. 
cile.    It  can  make  no  difference  in  this,  that  the  personal    - 
estate  was  administered  to  in  England,  for  that  was  resort-  ^^'®J|*' 
ed  to  only  to  make  up  a  title  for  recovery,  leaving  the  rights      icottb. 
of  parties  uninjured,  and  to  be  regulated  by  the  law  of  Scot- 
land, where  be  had  his  domicile.    2.  But  even  if  this  per- 
sonal estate  was  to  be  regulated  according  to  the  law  of 
England,  still,  when  she  comes  to  claim  the  heritable  estate 
in  Scotland,  this  can  only  be  done  under  the  usual  condi- 
tions and  obligations  imposed  by  that  law,  one  of  which  is, 
that  if  she  takes  the  heritable  estate,  she  is  not  entitled  to 
claim  the  personal ;  and  if  she  takes  the  personal,  she  is 
bound  to  collate  the  heritable,  which  doctrine  of  collation 
being  a  question  applicable  to  heritable  succession,  ought 
to  be  regulated  by  the  law  of  Scotland.    3.  As  to  the  cross 
appeal.     There  can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  executry  in  Scot- 
land.   One  cannot  take  real  estate  as  heir,  and  also  claim  a 
share  in  the  personal  estato  without  collating.     And  it 
makes  no  difference  in  this,  whether  those  who  succeed  are 
collaterals,  because  collation  applies  equally  to  them  as  to 
descendants.    Nor  that  she  does  not  succeed  ab  intestato, 
because,  in  point  of  fact,  she  does  take  ab  intestato  to  the 
late  Mr.  Scott  her  uncle ;  and  it  is  only  to  her  grandfather 
that  she  succeeds  by  special  destination.     In  either  case, 
she  must  collate.     In  the  latter,  because,  besides  taking  by 
special  destination,  she  is  also  alioque  successura. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — 1.  It  is  a  settled  rule  in 
the  law  of  Scotland  that  the  lex  rei  sitae  is  the  rule  which 
governs  succeesion  in  personal  estate.  The  personal  estate 
belonging  to  David  Scott  consisted  of  navy  bills  and  go- 
vernment securities,  and  was  situated  in  England  and  pay- 
able in  London,  where  he  had  his  domicile  for  many  years 
prior  to  his  death,  and  where  he  died.  Both  the  lex  rei  sitae 
and  lei€  domicilii  concur  in  fixing  the  law  of  England  as  the 
rule  of  succession,  and  where,  therefore,  the  Scots  law  of 
collation  can  have  no  place.  2.  It  is  erroneous  to  hold  the 
question  as  one  regarding  heritable  estate  in  Scotland,  to 
which  alone  the  Scotch  law  can  be  applied.  Collation  is  a 
doctrine  not  applicable  to  heritable  estate,  but  alone  applies 
to  personal  succession.  It  is  not  an  obligation  which  bur- 
dens the  heir's  estate ;  but  only  a  privilege,  which  he  may 
or  may  not  avail  himself  just  as  he  chooses.  3.  And  as  to 
the  cross  appeal  the  respondent  prefers,  she  contends  that 
the  rule  of  collation  extends  only  to  heirs  ab  intestatOy  who 
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179-^.       are  alioqui  suceessuriy  not  to  haeredes  facti,  or  of  entail, 
^    who  tako  provisione  hominia^  or  by  special  deed  or  will  ot  a 


B1.LF0UB,  &c.  predecessor,  not  provisione  legis,  or  by  the  mere  act  of  law. 
8COTT8.  A  man  can  have  but  one  heir  at  law,  otherwise  called  heir 
general,  or  heir  of  line ;  (excepting  the  case  of  heirs  por- 
tioners),  bat  he  may  have  an  indefinite  number  of  heirs  of 
entail.  But  the  law  of  collation  is  a  law  of  legal  succession, 
and  applies  only  to  the  heir  at  law ;  and  all  the  writers  on 
the  law  of  Scotland  seem  to  lay  it  clearly  down,  that  it  is 
only  the  heir  at  law  who  succeeds  ab  intestate,  that  can  be 
obliged  to  collate.  Balfour,  p.  233;  Stair,  b.  3,  §48; 
M'Eenzie,  b.  3,  tit.  9,  §  11 ;  Bankton,  vol  2,  p.  285 ;  in  tbe 
present  case,  the  respondent  does  not  succeed  to  any  part 
of  Scotstarvet  estate  as  heir  ab  intestato  to  her  uncle;  nor 
was  she  alioque  successura  to  him ;  because  she  takes  as 
heir  of  entail  and  provision  to  her  grandfather  under  tbe 
settlement  1743,  which  disinherits  both  her  and  her  sisters 
as  heirs  portioners,  and  compels  her  to  hold  this  estate  on- 
der  various  restrictions  and  irritancies.  And  further,  she  was 
not  alioque  successura  to  the  late  Scotstarvet,  because  it  was 
always  possible  that  he  could  have  had  children  of  his  own. 
She  is  not  heir  at  law  but  of  entail,  not  alioque  successura 
as  heir  at  law,  and  therefore  it  is  not  incumbent  on  her  to 
collate  such  estate. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  said  original  appeal  be 
dismissed  this  House  ;  and  it  is  hereby  further  ordered 
and  adjudged  that  the  said  interlocutors  of  the  16tb 
November  1787  and  17th  June  1788  complained  of  by 
the  said  Henrietta  Scott  in  the  said  cross  appeal,  be, 
and  the  same  are  hereby  reversed ;  and  it  is  hereby  de- 
clared that  the  said  Henrietta  Scott  is  entitled  to  claiii 
her  distributive  share  in  the  whole  personal  estate  itf 
her  said  uncle,  David  Scott  of  Scotstarvet  in  Scotland, 
without  collating  his  heritable  estate,  to  which  sbe 
succeeded  as  heir,  in  so  much  as  she  claimed  the  said 
share  of  the  said  personal  estate  by  the  law  of  England, 
where  the  said  David  had  his  domicile  at  the  time  of 
his  death. 

For  Appellants,  W.  Grant,  Wm.  Tait. 
For  Respondents,  R,  Dundas,  Sir  J.  Scott^  J.  Anstruiher^ 

John  AnstruthcTy  J.  A.  Park,  W.  Dundas. 
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1793, 


Wm.  GiLLBBPiE  and  Matthbw  Rbid,  Appellants ;        ^ 

Adeliza  Hu8Sey  or  Boqle,  and  Husband^      Respondents.     oii.i.mp»»&c» 

BOQLB,   &C« 

House  of  Lords,  3d  May  1793. 

ADJ0DICATION — Expiry  of  Legal — Irredeemable  Right — Posi- 
TiTB  Prescription*— A  creditor  had  adjudged,  and,  upon  expiry 
of  the  legal  of  the  adjudication,  had  obtained  possession  of  the 
lands,  which  possession  continued  for  more  than  40  years,  but  no 
charter  or  infeftment  had  foUowed  on  the  adjudication  ;  and  upon 
this  the  creditor  pleaded  a  prescriptive  and  irredeemable  right : 
Held,  in  an  action  raised  by  a  co- adjudging  creditor,  that  the  first 
adjudging  creditor  was  still  bound  to  account,  and  that  prescript 
tiTe  possession  on  adjudication,  of  which  the  legal  was  declared  to 
be  expired,  did  not  give  an  absolute  right  of  property  without 
charter  and  infeftment. 

John  Wallace,  merchant  in  Glasgow,  being  indebted  to 
the  appellant  Reid,  by  heritable  bond,  the  latter,  in  conse- 
quence of  not  being  able  to  obtain  payment,  adjudged  the 
lands  over  which  his  heritable  security  extended.  The 
lands  were  then  on  lease  to  Johnston,  at  a  rent  of  £11. 
ISs.  4d.,  which  expired  in  1724 ;  and  further  to  secure  him-  ;  1724. 
self,  he  obtained  a  reversionary  lease  to  commence  in  1724, 
at  the  same  rent,  £11.  138.  4d.;  and  by  virtue  of  this  lease, 
and  also,  as  was  alleged  by  the  appellants,  though  denied 
by  the  respondents,  by  virtue  of  his  adjudication,  he  entered 
into  possession  of  these  lands  in  1724.  No  charter  or  infeft- 
ment was  taken  on  the  adjudication,  but  he  continued  to 
possesier  until  1733,  when  he  raised  a  decree  of  expiry  of  the  1733. 
legal  of  the  adjudication,  in  which  decree  was  obtained,  de- 
claring the  lands  to  belong  to  him  heritably  and  irredeeni- 
ably.  The  lands  remained  thus  possessed  by  Reid  until 
1787,  when  they  were  sold  to  the  other  appellant,  Gillespie,  1787. 
for  £800. 

Thereafter  an  action  of  reduction  and  declarator  was  raised 
foy  parties  who  were  in  right  of  other  adjudging  creditors  of 
Wallace,  who  had  led  adjudications  at  the  same  time,  conclud- 
ing  that  it  should  be  declared  that  the  tlebts  and  sums  of 
money  for  which  the  lands  were  adjudged  by  Reid,  were  no^ 
extinguished  and  paid,  and  that  the  defenders  should  account 
for  the  intromissions  had  by  themselves  and  their  predeces- 
sors, and  for  the  rents  of  the  said  lands  since  the  year  1718. 
In  defence,  it  was  stated,  that  having  possessed  so  long 

VOL.  III.  X 
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1793.        upon  an  adjudication,  in  which  decree  of  expiry  of    the 

legal  was  obtained,  declaring  the  landj9  irredeemable,  the 

oiLLBPPiE,&c.  ^j^^  to  the  same  was  absolute,  and  beyond  all  question  in 
BOGLK,  &c.  the  appellant,  and  they  were  not  now  liable  to  accoiint  to 
creditors  incumbrancers,  or  to  be  disturbed  in  the  same. 

The  question  then  resolved  into  one  of  abstract  law  :— 
Whether  an  adjudication,  upon  which  possession,  but  no  sa- 
sine  followed,  gives,  after  a  decree  of  expiry  of  the  legal  is 
obtained,  an  absolute  and  irredeemable  right  of  property  to 
the  creditor,  so  as  completely  to  cut  off  the  debtor's  right 
to  redeem,  and  also  other  adjudging  creditors'  right  to  call 
for  an  accounting  ? 

For  the  respondents  it  was  maintained,  that  the  statatesi 
in  declaring  the  property  adjudged  to  belong  to  the  ad* 
judger,  after  the  expiry  of  the  legal,  implies  the  condition 
that  steps  will  follow  for  vesting  the  subjects  by  charter  and 
infeftment  following  on  the  adjudication,  and  this  not  hav- 
ing been  done  in  this  case,  their  redeemable  right  was  not 

complete. 

For  the  appellant,  it  was  contended,  that  the  statutes  re- 
specting adjudications,  do  not  contain  a  single  expression 
importing  that  the  right  shall  not  become  irredeemable  un- 
less followed  by  charter  and  sasine.  The  want  of  infeftment 
is  not  made  a  bar  to  the  right  becoming  irredeemable. 
The  right  to  redeem  is  cut  off  by  the  statutes  themselve8» 
when  ten  years  have  elapsed ;  and  these  statutes  declare, 
that  the  right  then  is  an  irredeemable  right.  Both  by  pre- 
scription, and  second,  by  the  legal  having  expired^  and  de- 
cree obtained  of  expiry  of  that  legal,  the  right  to  the  irre- 
deemable property  of  the  land  was  absolute  in  the  appellaats. 
This  the  more  especially  when  there  is  no  colourable  pre- 
text for  sajing  that  the  debt  had  been  extinguished  by  the 
intromissions  with  the  rent,  which  never  paid  the  annual  in- 
terest on  the  bonds. 
NoT.  24  ^~     ^y  several  interiocutors  the  Lord  Ordinary,  and  finJly 

Dec.  lo' the  Court,  it  was  found  that  the  defenders  (appellants)  were 

?^°^ *^ft 'i 7q7  "  bound  to  account;  and  in  consequence  of  several  inter- 

Feb.  12*, 1 "  locutors  ordering  them  to  give  in  an  account  of  their  in- 

Jane  28, <«  tromissions  with  ihe  rents  being  disobeyed,  they  decerned 

ffi.\  ZZ:j  i°  terms  of  the  UhhV* 

« 

*  Opinions  of  Judges  : 

Lord  President  Campbell. — <<  Decree  of  expiry  of  the  Ugi  ni 
absence  against  the  common  debtor,  without  calling  Ae  co-^djjoigfo^ 
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Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — Originally  apprisiogs  were       1793. 
of  the  natare  of  a  proper  sale,  withoat  any  power  of  re- 


demption. Latterly,  tho  act  1469,  c.  37,  declared  such  ap-  on^i-'"^"*  ^^' 
priaings  redeemable  within  7  years  by  the  owner.  The  act  boglv,  &c. 
1621,  c  6  and  7,  extended  the  legal  or  equity  of  redemption 
in  the  case  of  minors  only ;  and  the  next  statute,  1661,  c.  62, 
extended  the  seven  years  to  10.  Thus  the  law  stood  until  the 
act  1672,  c.  19,  which  abolished  apprisings,  and  introduced 
special  and  general  adjudications ;  and  this  act  declares,  in  the 
case  of  special  adjudications,  the  lands  shall  remain  heritably 
and  irredeemably  with  the  creditor  if  not  redeemed  in  five 
years.  In  the  case  of  general  adjudications  in  ten.  By 
the  whole  of  these  acts,  as  well  as  by  the  statute  1690,  c. 
10,  it  was  clearly  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  give  no 
redemption  after  the  expiry  of  the  legal,  and,  consequently, 
both  by  their  words  and  spirit,  such  redemption  is  now  fore- 
closed, and  the  lands  absolute  and  irredeemable  in  the  ap- 
pellants. The  whole  authorities  concur  in  stating  this  to  be 
the  law  laid  down  by  the  statutes.  The  last  writer  (Ersk. 
b,  2,  §  12,  §  22),  says,  ''  the  right  to  the  lands  after  elapsing 
"  of  the  legal  reversion  is  carried  irredeemably  to  tho  ap- 


will  have  little  effect  against  them.  These  adjudgers  appear  to  be 
prior  in  point  of  time  ;  and  it  is  upon  the  personal  obligation  in  an 
heritable  bond  that  the  adjudication  is  led*  There  is  a  pari  passu 
preference.  It  is  not  an  adjudication  upon  a  debitum  Jundi^  but 
upon  the  personal  obligation.  No  prescription,  positive  or  negative, 
but  decree  of  expiry  for  many  years  elapsed.  (Case  of  Gordon.) 
On  the  other  baud,  the  question  is  with  co-adjudgers,  and  this  is  a 
more  favourable  case  for  opening  the  legal,  than  where  the  question 
is  with  the  common  debtor  alone. 

"  The  adjudication  was  rigorous  when  used,  as  little  arrear  was  then 
due.  No  loss  of  interest : — See  Notes  on  case  of  Weekes,  Session 
Papers,  Y.  59.  No.  13. — Suppose  they  were  not  pari  passu,  but 
postponed  adjudging  creditors,  the  argument  would  be  the  same  as 
to  the  interest  of  the  parties.  But  if  they  be  pari  passu,  the  ques- 
tion is  at  an  end,  as  the  foreclosure  cannot  operate  more  in  favour 
of  the  one  than  the  other.  See  Erskine,  p.  393,  and  act  1661,  c.  62. 
As  to  adjudications  upon  debiia  Jundit  see  Elrskine,  p.  326 ;  Stair, 
New  edit. :  p.  668,  &c.  They  are  much  the  same  with  the  old 
apprisings,  and  legal  is  only  seven  years,"  Stair,  p.  633. 

Lord  Justice  Clerk. — '*  An  adjudication  upon  a  dehilum  fundi 
is  different.  This  is  an  adjudication  upon  the  personal  obligation  in 
an  heritable  bond."    Adhere. 

Vide  President  Campbell's  Session  Papers,  vol.  ^^. 
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1793.       "  priser,  who  poBsesses  from  that  period  withoat  account, 

• "  not  as  a  creditor  in  a  debt,  but  as  proprietor  of  the  subject 

oiLLBspiB,   c.  „  apprised.''    The  same  law  is  laid  down  by  other  writera. 
BOGLE,  &c.    Mr.  Erskine  further  says,  <^  To  prevent  the  legal  of  appmng 
"  from  expiring,  and  thereby  preserve  the  right  of  revenioQ 
"  either  to  the  debtor  ov posterior  appriser^  it  behoves  them, 
"  while  the  legal  is  yet  current,  to  make  premonition  or  in- 
*'  timation  to  the  first  appriser,  that  he  may  recover  Us 
"  debt,  and  to  consign  the  sums  due  under  form  of  instrn- 
**  ment."    So  that  it  is  quite  obvious  from  all  this,  that  after 
the  legal  is  expired,  the  lands  are  irredeemable — thattotWii 
the  legal  the  proprietor,  or  even  his  posterior  creditm, 
might  have  redeemed.    But  neither  having  done  this  at  the 
proper  time,  it  is  too  late  now,  after  sixty  years  possessumt 
to  attempt  carrying  off  the  property,  because  it  has  riaen 
very  much  in  value.     Nor  is  it  law  to  hold,  that  notwith- 
standing the  expiry  of  the  legal,  the  Courts  in  irritancies  of 
this  kind,  out  of  considerations  of  equity,  interpose,  and  al- 
low of  an  accounting  not  only  to  the  debtor,  but  to  the 
other  creditors,  because,  where  the  statutes  are  positire, 
and  no  advantage  taken,  or  informality  in  the  adjudication 
itself,  no  discretion  can  be  exercised  in  the  Court.     And  the 
doctrine  that  infeftment  is  necessary  to  complete  the  ine- 
deemable  nature  of  the  right,  goes  in  direct  teeth  of  ihe 
statutes.     Charter  and  infeftment  are  only  necessary  to 
complete  the  feudal  right,  but  the  right,  by  the  expiry  of  the 
legal,  is  by  the  statutes  declared  to  be  irredeemable. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — Reid  first  entered  into 
possession  of  these  lands  under  a  lease  from  Wallace,  his 
debtor ;  and  this  possession,  after  the  expiry  of  that  leasSi 
was  only  continued  as  creditor  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
payment  of  his  debt.  After  that  debt  was  paid,  they  had 
no  longer  any  right  to  retain  possession,  and  therefore 
bound  to  account  for  the  rents  received  after  payment  of 
their  debt.  It  is  no  answer  to  this  to  say,  that  theappdlant 
is  secured  by  prescription ;  and,  2.  That  the  expiry  of  the 
legal  being  duly  declared,  the  lands  are  now  irredeemable. 
Because,  1st,  The  positive  prescription  cannot  apply  under 
the  act  1617,  c.  12,  where  no  infeftment  exists  to  which  to 
ascribe  prescriptive  possession;  besides,  that  posseasioB 
commenced  as  lessee  of  the  lands,  and  was  merely  contioih 
ed  after  the  expiry  of  the  lease,  at  best  but  as  a  crediuv; 
and,  2d,  Before  the  expiry  of  the  legal  makes  the  right  ir- 
redeemable, it  is  necessary  to  be  infeft  in  order  to  direst 
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the  debtor,    fiankton,  voL  ii.  p.  222,  says,  **  If  the  debtor       1794. 
was  infeft,  the  adjadication  does  not  denude  him  without    ..........^ 

a  charter  thereon,  and  an  infeftment  in  the  adjudger's        ^^^^ 
person."    Here  no  charter  of  adjudication  and  infeftment    R,pa,j^p 
followed ;  and  until  this  took  place  the  right  of  the  appriser 
was  not  complete  as  an  irredeemable  right.     This  being  the 
case,  and  the  plea  regarding  the  expiry  of  the  legal  being 
always  an  equitable  consideration  disregarded  by  the  Court, 
in  the  present  case  there  ought  to  be  less  hesitation  in  so 
dealing  with  it,  when  it  is  considered  the  adjudication,  as 
first  resorted  to,  was  unnecessary — the  creditors  being  al- 
ready secured  by  heritable  bond  over  the  subjects,  and  also, 
when  the  appellants  are  only  called  on  to  account  by  co- 
adjudging  creditors. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and 
the  interlocutors  complained  of  be  afiirmed,  without 
prejudice  to  any  question  which  may  arise,  whether 
the  debt  of  the  respondents,  or  any  and  what  part  of 
it,  had  been  paid. 

For  Appellants,  Jos.  Boswell,  W.  Grant. 
For  Respondents,  Adam  RoUandy  Wm.  Adam. 

Note. — Unreported  in  Court  of  Session. 


[Bell's  Cases,  202 ;  More's  Stair,  Note  dxxxri.] 

RoBBRT  Ebrr  of  Chatto,  Esq.,  .  Appellant; 

WiLUAM  Redhead,  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  5th  Feb.  1794. 

Ijsasb — Possession — Informal  Writing. — A  jotting  or  agreement 
was  gone  into  with  the  tenant  while  his  former  lease  was  not  yet 
expired,  for  38  years*  lease  of  the  farm  after  the  expiry  of  the  old. 
The  landlord  in  the  meantime  died.  Held  that  the  heir  was  not 
bound  by  this  lease. 

The  question  was,  Whether  the  nature  of  a  tenant's  pos- 
session of  the  farm  was  sufficient  to  cure  the  defects  of  a 
writing,  informal  and  unstamped,  but  signed  by  the  land- 
lord and  tenant,  agreeing  to  a  lease  after  the  expiry  of  the 
lease  then  current ;  and,  whether  a  succeeding  heir  was 
bound  to  grant  a  formal  lease  in  terms  of  he  obligation  in 
that  writing  ? 
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1794.  A  lease  had  been  granted  ^7  the  appellant'0  ancestor, 

— — —    Mrs.  Kerr,  to  Thomas  Turner,  his  heirs  and  assignees,  for 

KEAR      jjg  years,  at  a  rent  of  £177,  which  was  afterwards  assigned 

BSDHKAD.    to  the  respondent  Redhead.     Mrs.  Kerr  was  then  proprietor 

in  fee  simple,  but  afterwards  executed  an  entail  limiting  the 

power  to  grant  leases  to  19  years.    The  above  lease,  which 

was  granted  at  Whitsunday  1753,  expired  at  Whitsondaj 

1791,  and  before  the  expiry  of  which,  the  lease  was  gone 

into  which  raises  the  present  dispute. 

The  facts  of  the  case  appear  from  the  Lord  Ordinary's 
interlocutor.     His  Lordship  first  pronounced  this  interloca- 

Dec.  10, 1791.  tor :  "  Allows  the  before  mentioned  summons  of  removing 
*'  to  be  repeated  in  this  process,  conjoins  the  action  of  re^ 
'*  moving  with  the  present  action ;  and  in  the  action  at  the 
^'  instance  of  William  Kedhead  against  Robert  Kerr,  Esq., 
"  assoilzies  Robert  Kerr  from  that  action,  and  decerns ;  and 
"  in  the  process  of  removing  at  the  instance  of  Robert  Kerr 
**  against  William  Redhead^  decerns  conform  to  the  concla- 
*'  sions  of  the  libel.'^ 
And,  on  a  representation  against  this  interlocutor,   his 

Feb.  10  1792.  Lordship  pronounced  this  judgment :  **  Finds,  that  on  the 
"  5th  March  1752,  Mrs.  Kerr,  then  of  Chatto,  granted  a 
*'  lease  of  the  lands  of  Over  Chatto  to  Thomas  Turner  for 
"  38  years  from  Whitsunday  1753,  for  the  yearly  rent  of 
"  £177.  15s.  6d.    Finds,  that  on  the  17th  May  1759,  the 
"  said  Mrs.  Kerr  executed  a  strict  entail  of  the  said  lands 
**  and  others  in  the  county  of  Roxburgh  belonging  to  her, 
**  whereby,  inter  alia,  the  heirs  of  entail  were  disabled  from 
"  letting  leases  for  a  longer  time  than  19  years,  or  for  a  less 
*'  tack  duty  than  at  the  time  of  the  heir's  succession ;  Finds, 
<<  that  about  15  or  16  years  ago,  the  said  Mr.  Turner  grant- 
ed  a  sublease  of  the  said  farm  to  the  representor  (re- 
spondent), at  the  yearly  rent  of  £355.  lis.  Id.     Finds, 
*'  that  upon  the  death  of  Mrs.  Kerr  in  1763,  she  was  suc- 
**  ceeded  by  the  respondent's  father,  the  institute  in  the 
*'  entail,  and  that  upon  his  death  in  1782,  the  succession 
"  opened  to  Alexander  Kerr,  his  eldest  son,  who,  it  is  alleg- 
**  ed,  was  then  a  minor,  and  soon  after  went  into  the  army; 
*'  Finds,  that  on  the  3d  March  1788,  when  the  said  Alex* 
"  ander  Kerr  was  just  come  of  age,  and  returned  to  this 
"  country  on  leave  of  absence,  he  entered  into  what  is  call- 
"  cd  a  jotting  (to  be  afterwards  extended  into  a  tack),  of 
**  the  terms  upon  which  he  was  to  let  the  said  farm  to  the 
«*  representor  for  19  years  as  a  grazing  farm  only,  to  com- 
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"  meoce  at  the  expiry  of  Mr.  Tamer's  taok  of  that  farm,  of       1794. 

"  which  there  were  three  years  to  run  ;  by  which  jotting     • 

"  the  rent  was  to  be  £346,  which  is  more  than  £10  less       *^'"* 
"  than  the  representer  was  boand  to  pay  by  the  sublease  to     rbdbbad. 
"Tamer;  and  various  considerable  allowances  were  to  be 
"  made  to  the  representer  :  Find,  that  this  jotting  was  sab- 
"  scribed  by  the  parties ;  but  was  null  for  want  of  the  sta- 
"  tutory  solemnities :  Find,  that  the  said  Alexander  having 
*'  died  abroad,  he  was  succeeded  by  the  respondent,  who 
''alleges  that  he  did  not  hear  of  his  brother's  death  till 
**  March  1791 :  Finds,  that  on  6th  August  of  that  year  the 
"  respondent  wrote  to  the  representer  a  letter,  from  which 
"  it  appears  that  the  representer  had  made  him  an  offer  for 
"  the  farm  about  two  months  before,  which  he  had  taken 
"  into  consideration,  but  upon  inquiry  found  not  to  be  ade- 
'*  quate ;  and  therefore  in  said  letter  desires  him  to  give  in 
**  proposals  immediately,  otherwise  he  would  advertise  the 
"  farm :  Finds,  that  the  maxim,  that  an  obligation  to  grant 
"  a  tack  is  equal  to  a  tack^  does  not  hold  good  against  an 
**  heir  of  entail :    Finds,  that  no  actual  possession  did  or 
"  could  follow  upon  the  lease  granted  by  Alexander  Kerr 
"  to  the  res]>ondent  till  Whitsunday  1791,  the  former  lease 
''  not  being  renounced,  and  current  till  that  term  ;  and  that 
the  representer  cannot  be  allowed  to  ascribe  his  posses- 
sion between  the  date  of  the  new  lease  and  the  expiry  of 
''  the  old  to  the  former,  because  the  latter  was  unrenounc« 
"  ed,  and   current  for  that]  period :    Finds,  that  there  has 
'*  been  no  possession  on  the  new  lease,  or  homologation 
"  thereof  by  the  respondent  (appellant),  and  decerns." 

On  reclaiming  petition  to  the  Court,  the  Lords  altered  Juse  17,1792. 
and  found  the  tenant  entitled  to  the  lease  for  19  years  un- 
der the  writing,   and,    on  petition  by  the  appellant,    the  ^°^-  ^"» 

Court  adhered.* 


« 


*  Opinions  of  Judges : 

Lord  Presidbnt  Campbell. — ^'  Informal  tack  granted  by  heir 
of  entail.     The  case  of  Campbell  of  BIythswood  very  similar.     Res 

nan  iniegra.    New  term  actually  commenced  at  Whitsunday  1791,  June  19, 

and  no  objection  made  till  August.      Case  of  Lord  Kinnaird  v. 
Hunter,  (Mor :  p.  15,6 11.) 

"  Petition  incompetent.    The  petitioner  has  no  right  to  plead  in  June  27 

the  name  of  Turner,  who  does  not  appear  for  himself;  as  indeed  he 
has  no  interest.    The  last  interlocutor  meant  that  the  19  years 
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^794.  Against  these  tvro  last  interlocntors  of  the  Conrt  the  pre- 

"^^        sent  appeal  was  brought. 
V,  Pleaded  for  the  Appellant — ^A  writing  Toid  or  improbv 

REDBBAD.  |jyQ  j^  law  is  HO  better  than  none ;  and  the  statntory  requi- 
sites as  to  writings  of  this  nature,  and  as  to  leases,  cannot 
be  oyercome  by  any  rei  interventus.  What  the  statutes  re- 
quire, as  solemnities  in  this  form  of  the  contract,  are  not 
suppliable  by  circumstances  extraneous  of  the  form  of  that 
contract.  No  act  of  the  individual,  short  of  making  a  new 
instrument,  can  make  good  what  the  statute  declares  nnU. 
A  different  rule  may  hold  in  regard  to  such  contraetstf 
may  be  binding  without  writing,  and  where  homologation, 
or  posterior  approbatory  acts  may  have  an  important  1^ 
effect ;  but  here,  where  the  law  declares  the  contract  null, 
unless  probative  according  to  the  statutory  solemnities,  no 
such  rule  can  obtain.  No  doubt,  it  is  laid  down  by  the  do- 
cisions,  that  rei  interventua  will  validate  a  contract  respect- 
ing heritage,  though  void  by  the  statutes ;  but  then  it  is 
laid  down  to  be  requisite  that  something  must  have  happen- 
ed on  the  faith  of  the  agreement,  which  cannot  be  recalled, 
and  which  makes  it  impossible  to  put  parties  in  the  same 
situation  as  before ;  but  here  no  such  circumstances  exist. 
The  possession  founded  on  is  obviously  applicable  to  the 
'  old  lease  ;  and  the  respondent's  own  conduct  towards  the 

appellant,  by  his  offer  for  a  new  lease,  is  itself  evidence  that 
he  did  not  consider  the  writing  in  question  binding.  On  him, 
as  an  heir  of  entail,  it  was  not  binding,  because  it  was  gruit- 
ed  beyond  the  19  years  stipulated  in  the  entail,  being  grant- 
ed three  years  before  the  expiry  of  the  old,  it  was  equal  to 
a  lease  of  21  years. 

Pleaded  for  tlie  Respondent. — The  agreement  of  3d  March 
1786  was  a  fair  and  equal  bargain,  which  the  appellant  do€f 


should  be  counted  from  Whitsunday  1788,  no  matter  whether  the 
old  lease  was  renounced  or  not ;  but  the  words  conform  to  •- 
greement  never  could  mean  that  the  old  rent  should  be  raised  diD- 
iog  these  three  years,  contrary  to  agreement.  As  to  the  £200,  were 
there  any  room  for  question  about  it,  the  parties  might  still  be  bend 
before  the  Ordinary  in  consequence  of  the  remit.  But  the  import 
of  the  agreement  is,  that  the  rent  shall  be  £50  minus  for  each  of 
the  four  first  years,  t.  e.  1791,  2,  3  and  4. — The  wording  of  the  in- 
terlocutor was  taken  from  the  case  of  Blythswood.  It  might  have 
been  16  years  from  Whitsunday  1791." 
President  Campbell's  Session  Papers,  vol.  67. 


\    • 
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not  pretend  to  dispute.    From  the  moment  be  got  it,  he       1794. 
proceeded  to  cultivate  the  farm  agreeably  to  the  conditions    ■  '  ■ 

of  the  new  lease.     He  expended  large  sums  of  money  on       kerr; 
baildings  and  improvements.    He  abstained  from  ploughing    bkdhbad. 
and  cropping  the  farm,  and  laid  down  in  grass  what  had 
formerly  been  in  tillage.     All  these  different  acts  on  his 
part)  when  ri  vetted  to  the  alleged  defective  writing,  and 
when  known  and  acquiesced  in  by  the  respondent,  create 
snch  a  rei  interventua  as  validates  and  makes  good  the  con- 
tract defective  in  the  solemnities  required  by  law. 
After  hearing  counsel, 

Lord  Thurlow  said : 

**  Mv  Lords, 

^  I  yesterday  moved  for  an  adjournment  in  the  consideration  of 
this  case,  that  there  might  be  full  time  to  weigh  both  sides  of  the 
argument.  I  have  now  paid  it  a  particular  attention,  and  I  shall 
therefore  not  hesitate  to  deliver  my  opinion. 

^  The  question  to  be  determined  is,  Whether  Redhead  the 
tenant,  has  in  equity,  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  this  case,  a 
right  to  that  to  which  by  law  he  has  no  right  ? 

'<  When  a  Court  is  to  decide  a  question  in  equity,  it  is  essentially 
requisite  that  they  proceed  upon  prindples  as  generally  established, 
and  by  rules  as  clear,  permanent,  and  precise,  as  a  court  of  law 
would  do,  did  the  question  depend  upon  the  words  of  an  act  of  par- 
liament. For  if  a  court  shall  proceed  upon  principles  peculiar  to  a 
particular  case,  and  depart  from  those  broad  lines  with  which  every 
person  may  be  acquainted,  it  must  inevitably  happen,  that  no  sub- 
ject will  be  able  to  say  by  what  tenure  he  holds  his  estate,  or  even 
that  his  property  is  secure  to  him. 

'^  K  this  observation  will  in  any  case  hold  good,  it  is  where  a 
court,  like  the  Court  of  Seanon,  has,  by  a  mixed  authority,  the 
power  of  deciding  both  in  law  and  in  equity.  For  there,  unless  the 
grounds  be  strongly  marked  by  which  their  decisions  are  regulated, 
law  and  equity  may  be  so  easily  confounded,  that  though  the  subject 
be  injured,  it  is  impossible  for  him  to  discover  where  the  law  has 
£uled  him.  When  courts  of  law  are  distinct  from  courts  of  equity, 
there  is  little  danger  of  such  a  confusion ;  because,  by  the  very  act 
of  applying  to  a  court  of  equity,  the  party  virtually  admits  that  the 
law  is  against  him.  Here,  therefore,  it  must  with  certainty  be 
imown  upon  what  principles  the  judgment  is  founded.  But  the 
case  is  exceedingly  different  where  law  and  equity  are  at  the  discre- 
tion of  the  same  court ;  for  it  is  by  no  means  impossible  that  these 
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1794<       two  may  sometimes  be  so  blended  togetber  as  to  make  it  impossible 

to  discorer  wbich  of  tbem  predominates. 

&BRK  t€  "Pq  apply  tbis  doctrine. — It  is  equity,  tbat  tbe  owner  of  an  ca- 

REDHEAD.  ^^^®  should  bave  tbe  absolute  power  oyer  and  disposal  of  tbat  estate 
— tbat  be  sbould  be  at  liberty  to  possess  it  as  he  pleases  daring  hie 
life»  and  to  settle  tbe  succession  af);er  bis  death  in  what  manner  he 
thinks^fit.  Nay,  be  may  fetter,  as  it  is  termed,  tbe  succesdon  ac- 
cording eyen  to  his  caprice ;  for  it  is  tbe  yery  essence  of  property, 
that  a  man  sbould  baye  an  unlimited  power  to  exercise  bis  right  of 
ownership  in  eyery  respect  as  most  agreeable  to  himself. 

^'  t  know,  tbat  notwithstanding  this,  it  has  been  determined  that, 
if  a  tenant  for  life  shall,  for  a  yaluable  consideration,  grant  a  lease  of 
the  estate  to  endure  beyond  the  period  to  which  he  is  restricted,  still 
the  reyerser  shall  be  bound  to  fulfil  the  contract,  in  as  £ur  as  it  can 
be  brought  into  consonance  with  the  tenure  under  which  the  tenant 
for  life  held  the  estate ;  because  the  most  fayourable  construction 
must  be  put  upon  a  man's  intentions,  and  consequently  that  it  is  not 
to  be  presumed  he  intended  to  do  wrong,  if  his  conduct  can  be 
otherwise  accounted  for.    To  illustrate  this, — ^if  a  tenant  for  life, 
haying  power  to  grant  a  lease  for  nineteen  years,  shall  grant  a  lease 
for  twenty-nine,  tbe  same  rent  to  be  paid  during  the  whole  term  ; 
and  if  he  shall  not  liye  long  enough  to  giye  effect  to  his  contxact, 
still  the  reyersioner  must  confirm  the  lease,  upon  tbe  original  terms, 
for  nineteen  years,  because  tbe  tenant  for  life  undoubtedly  intended 
a  lease  for  tbat  period ;  while,  at  the  same  time,  though  he  might 
giye  a  lease  for  twenty-nine  years  had  he  liyed  to  execute  his  inten- 
tion, he  could  not  mean  to  do  that  which  he  must  baye  known  to  be 
absolutely  impossible ;  to  wit,  to  burden  his  successor  for  a  number 
of  years  exceeding  the  nineteen ;  and  therefore  his  conduct  may  thus 
be  brought  within  the  limits  of  his  power. 

"  I  do  not  wish  to  impugn  the  principles  of  this  decision,  though, 
were  the  case  new,  I  would  not  promise  to  adopt  that  principle.  I 
wish,  howeyer,  to  show  that  courts  of  equity  baVe  gone  the  utmost 
length  which  they  will  be  suffered  to  go^  and  as  far  as  they  will  be 
followed. 

**  But  it  is  a  case  yery  different  from  the  former,  where  a  tenant 
for  life  yentures  upon  a  transaction,  clearly  at  yariance,  and  iireooa- 
dleable  with  those  powers  under  which  he  holds  the  estate,  and  dies 
before  that  period  when  he  would  be  able  to  giye  it  effect.    Tbat  I 
may  be  understood,  suppose  a  tenant  for  life,  empowered  to  graat 
leases  for  nineteen  years,  for  a  yaluable  consideration,  to  execute  a 
lease  for  twenty -nine  years,  at  a  high  rent  for  the  last  ten,  but  at  a 
low  rent  for  the  anterior  nineteen  years.     In  such  a  case,  should  tbe 
tenant  for  life  die  within  the  first  ten  years,  the  reyersioner,  in  aiy 
opinion,  would  not  be  obliged  to  satisfy  his  contract ;  because,  in  tbe 
first  place,  it  was  disposing  of  the  estate  in  a  manner  irrecoucileable 
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with  the  declared  will  of  tbe  donor.    2.  There  was,  hendes,  no  con-       1794. 
troal  betwixt  the  lessee  and  the  reversioner ;  and,  3.  The  reyeisione r,     _ 
was  to  be  an  immediate  sufferer  by  means  of  the  low  rent  for  the  first        kkbr 
nineteen  years,  while  perhaps  he  might  live  to  enjoy  the  advanced 
rent  of  the  ten  last  years. 

''  This  doctrine  applies  directly  to  the  present  case.  Your  Lord- 
ships have  an  application  from  an  assignee  to  a  lease^  praying  that, 
in  equity,  the  appellant,  a  tenant  in  tail,  might  be  compelled  to  ex- 
ecate  a  contract,  which,  had  Alexander  Kerr,  the  former  tenant  in 
tail,  liyed,  he  conld  have  been  forced  to  execute,  when  the  contract 
is  in  direct  and  irreconcileable  opposition  to  those  restrictions,  under 
which  alone  the  estate  could  be  held. 

**"  The  intention  of  a  Scotch  entail  is^  to  prevent  the  commission 
of  certain  acts.  If,  in  the  face  of  such  an  entail,  part  of  these  acts 
be  done,  the  person  transgressing  forfeits  his  title  to  the  estate ;  in 
other  oases,  the  doing  what  is  prohibited,  only  resolves  the  act  itself 
into  a  nullity — as  for  example*  where  a  party  dies,  before  his  act  can 
receive  a  legal  sanction,  agreeably  to  the  deed  of  entail,  as  in  the  case 
before  stated.  The  whole  restrictions  laid  upon  a  tenant  in  tail, 
must  be  entered  in  a  record  kept  for  the  special  purpoSe ;  and  they 
must  likewise  be  engrossed  in  each  subsequent  investiture  of  the 
estate.  If,  therefore,  any  one  shall  contract  with  such  a  tenant,  for 
that  which  he  is  prevented  from  performing  by  the  investitures  of 
his  estate,  the  non-performance  of  such  an  engagement  on  the  part 
of  the  tenant  in  tail  cannot  be  deemed  a  hardship,  by  the  party  con- 
tracting with  him,  because  every  person  is  enabled  to  know,  and 
therefore  onght  to  know,  the  extent  of  those  powers  to  which  he  is 
limited. 

^  In  this  case,  the  agreement  with  Alexander  Kerr,  had  he  out- 
lived the  1791 9  would  have  been  effectual  against  him;  but  as  he 
died  before  17^1,  it  will^not  apply  to  his  successor.  For  Kerr  was 
authorised  to  grant  leases  for  19  years  only,  not  for  a  longer  period. 
In  the  year  1788  he  executed  the  contract  for  19  years,  to  com- 
mence three  years  afterwards.  That  was  disposing  of  the  farm  for 
22^yearB|  and  therefore  exceeding  the  term  to  which  he  was  limited. 
Had  he  lived,  however,  he  must  have  fulfilled  his  agreement,  but  as 
be^did  not  live,  it  cannot  be  transferred  against  a  singular  successor, 
Tvhich  is  precisely  the  character  of  an  heir  of  entail. 

^  But  the  lease  to  Turner  being  current  till  the  year  1791>  and 
Redhead  being  assignee  of  that  lease,  the  argument  bearing  chiefly 
upon  the  point  is,  that  the  new  lease  was  a  prorogation  merely  of 
the  old  one,  that  it  must  therefore  be  considered  a  lease^e  presently 
and  not  a  lease  in  reversion.  Could  this  be  made  out,  the  question 
-would  have  a  yery  different  appearance ;  but  the  proposition  can- 
not be  supported.  For  though,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  the  assignee 
be  what  is  termed  procurator  for  his  own  behoof,  and  irrevocable 
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1794.        procuiator  for  the  assignor  ;  jet,  in  the  case  of  a  lease,  the  origiui 
tenant  is  equally  hound  in  payment  of  the  landlord's  rent  as  irhea 


KERR        himself  in  possession.    Tt  is  true  that  the  assignee,  hy  his  possessiooi 

BEDHEAD.    ™^^^^  himself  also  liahle  to  the  landlord,  and  that  his  property  maj 

he  distrained,  should  the  rent  not  he  paid.     Still,  howeTer,  tbatdoei 

not  liberate  the  assignor,  but  only  operates  to  the  landlord  as  a 

double  security. 

"  This  proTes,  that  notwithstanding  an  assignment,  the  interest  of 
the  assignor  is  not  extinguished,  and  therefore,  that  a  new  lease  t9 
the  assignee,  to  commence  at  a  future  period,  cannot  be  temied  a 
prorogation  of  the  old  lease,  because  the  parties  contractors  are  dif- 
ferent. Bat  independent  of  this  general  reasoning,  the  asugnmeat 
to  the  respondent  Redhead  expressly  stipulates,  that  if  the  rents  and 
oyer  rents  shall  be  unpaid  for  two  years,  the  assignor  may  r- 
assume  possession.  Such  an  eyent  being  b^  no  means  impossible, 
Turner,  the  assignor,  must  be  considered  as  still  tenant  of  the  fana  it 
the  date  of  the  agreement  betwixt  Redhead  and  Alexander  Keir, 
the  appellant*s  brother.  Hence,  it  follows  that  the  agree- 
ment was  not  a  lease  de  presently  but  at  most,  a  lease  in  reTer* 
sion ;  not  a  prorogation  of  the  old  lease,  but  a  new  lease,  to  b^ 
when  the  old  lease  ended.  It  was  on  this  account  impossible  that 
possession  could  follow  upon  the  agreement,  so  as  to  support  tileT^ 
spondent's  argument ;  unless  he  had  preyiously  surrendered  his  poi- 
session  under  the  old  lease,  which  he  no  doubt  might  haye  dooe, 
but  which,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  he  has  not  done. 

''  This,  howeyer,  is  not  all :  For  the  conditions  of  the  agreeoKBt 
differ  so  essentially  from  the  lease  to  Turner,  that  I  am  satisfied  tk 
parties  themselyes  considered  this  agreement  to  be  altogether  a  nev 
and  separate  transaction,  perfectly  distinct  from  the  old  lease;  andtbt 
the  sole  and  only  object  of  Redhead  was  to  secure  to  himself  peses- 
sion  of  the  farm  for  19  years  after  the  old  lease  should  be  ezpiied. 
With  a  yiew  to  this,  he  coyenanted  that,  for  the  remaining  tfaiee 
years  of  the  old  lease,  he  would  manage  the  farm  in  a  manner  dif* 
ferent  from  what  he  might  haye  done,  and  perhaps  less  profitably  to 
himself.  He  has  certainly  executed  his  part  of  the  agreement  ia 
the  most  complete,  honourable,  and  ample  manner : — For  as  to  die 
ploughing  40  acres,  it  is  mere  chicanery  to  object  to  this  as  a  deria* 
tion  ;  because  the  spirit  of  the  agreement  was,  to  conyert  the  groio^ 
into  a  sheep  farm,  and  ploughing  to  the  extent  mentioned,  vai 
literally  to  fulfill  that  intention  in  the  best  manner.  But  AlexaiAr 
Kerr,  unfortunately  for  the  respondent,  died  before  it  was  posaUe 
for  him  to  perfect  his  agreement,  and  the  respondent  therefoie  ii 
disappointed.  He  has  come  to  your  Lordships,  praying  yoa,  fxi 
certain  reasons,  to  transfer  this  obligation  upon  Alexander  Kerr,  to 
the  appellant,  the  present  heir  of  entail,  who  refuses  to  ratify  it 
In  this  refusal,  there  is  no  mala  fides  ;  and  I  do  not  think  that,  ia 
equity,  the  heir  of  entail  can  be  compelled  to  ratify  it." 
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**  I  therefore  move  to  reverse  : —  1794^ 

**  It  was  ordered  and  adjadged  that  the  interlocutors    _.. 
of  the  Lords  of  Session  of  the  19th  June^    the  10th    black,  &c. 
of  July,  and  27th  of  November  1792,  complained  of  ^^^^1^  ^^^ 
be  reversed.      And  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged, 
that  the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary  of  the  16th 
of  December  1791,  and  ako  the  interlocutor  of  the  said 
Lord  Ordinary  of  the  10th  of  Feb.  1792,  in  so  far  as 
the  same  affirms  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  16th  Dec. 
1791,  be  affirmed." 

For  Appellant,  Wm.  Grants  Geo.  Ferguson,  Jas.  Allan 

Park. 
For  Respondent,  Sir  J.  Scott,  R.  Dundas. 


[M.  1097L] 

Wm.  Black  and  Isaac  Grant,  W.  S.  Appellants ; 

Gbokgb  Gordon  and  Others,  Creditors  on  )    «        idents 
the  Estate  of  Kincraigie,  .  j      ®*r 

House  of  Lords,  5th  Feb.  1794. 

Decbeb  op  Sale — Entail — Presoription  —  Sdbstitutb — Mino- 
BiTY. — Circumstances  in  which  held  that  an  entail  having  lain 
dormant  for  more  than  forty  years^  was  prescribed  ;  and  that  the 
minority  of  a  substitute  heir  of  entail  did  not  elide  the  plea  of  pre- 
scription. Also  that  the  decree  of  Sale  connected  with  the  adju- 
dications led  by  the  creditors  against  the  estate^  was  a  good  title  to 
the  purchaser  thereof. 

Alexander  Auchyndachy  of  Kincraigie  was  heir  of  entail, 
under  a  deed  execated  by  his  grandfather,  and  also  entitled 
to  take  up  the  estate  of  Kincraigie  as  heir  of  line.  He  had 
made  np  no  title  to  tho  estate,  but  possessed  on  apparency 
more  than  forty  years.  Having  contracted  debts,  adjudica- 
tions  were  led  at  the  instance  of  his  creditors,  and  a  pro- 
cess of  ranking  and  sale  was  brought,  in  consequence  of 
which,  the  estate  was  judicially  sold  in  1786  to  Mr.  Byres, 
the  purchaser. 

Various  attempts  were  made  by  Mr.  Auchyndachy  to 
OTerturn  this  decree  of  sale ;  and  in  particular  a  reduction 
was  brought  in  his  own  name,  and  that  of  his  sister  Sarah 
Auchyndachy,  as  being  the  next  heir  of  entail,  concluding 
that  the  decree  of  sale  should  be  set  aside,  as  contrary  to 
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1794.  the  limitations  of  that  entaiL  No  appearance  being  made 
-  by  the  pursuers  to  support  this  action,  judgment  was  pro- 
BLAcR,  c.  J^^J^n^^J^  assoilzing  the  defender  Mr.  Bjres ;  but,  in  order 
GORDON,  &c.  to  test  the  validity  of  his  title,  under  the  decree  of  sale,  he 
brought  a  suspension  and  reduction.  Appearance  being 
made  for  the  creditors,  they  pleaded,  1.  That  the  entaQ 
never  having  been  recorded,  was  not  good  against  creditors 
who  expede  adjudications  on  the  estate ;  2.  That  the  en- 
tail was  lost,  and  cut  off  by  prescription,  having  lain  do^ 
mant  for  more  than  forty  years.  Answer  to  the  second  plea 
was,  the  minority  of  Sarah  Auchyndachy  was  to  be  deduct- 
ed from  the  years  of  prescription.  Replied,  Sarah  Auchjn- 
dachy  being  only  a  substitute  in  the  entail,  hor  minority 
could  not  be  deducted. 
Jan.  81, 1792.  The  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor:  **  Find  that  the 
**  tailzie  contained  in  the  late  George  Auchyndachy's  con- 
*'  tract  of  marriage,  is  cut  off  by  prescription  ;  and  also  £nd 
''  that  the  decreet  of  sale  in  favour  of  Robert  Byres,  con- 
<^  nected  with  the  adjudications  which  were  led  prior  or 
'<  posterior  thereto,  is  a  good  and  valid  heritable  and  irre* 
"  deemable  right  to  the  lands  of  Eincraigie,  and  othen 
**  therein  mentioned,  purchased  by  him ;  and  therefore  thej 
"  refuse  the  petition,  assoilzie  the  defenders  from  the  whole 
"  conclusions  of  the  reduction."* 

Feb.  17, Q^  reclaiming  petition  the  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellants. — 1.  Though  the  entail  was  not 


*  Opinions  of  Judges : 

LoBD  President  Campbell. — '*  This  is  an  objection  stated  to  a 
decree  of  sale,  and  the  question  is,  Whether  a  latent  entail  of  Ae 
estate  sold,  was  worked  off  by  the  negative  or  positive  prescriptioD? 

'*  Auchyndachy's  father  was  infeft  upon  a  disposition  from  DdFof 
Hutton  in  1728.  The  entail  was  made  in  1738»  and  he  died  is 
174].  The  son  expede  a  general  service  as  heir  male  and  of  pron- 
sion  upon  the  disposition  of  1 728.  and  afterwards  got  precept  of 
dare  from  the  superior;  but  no  infeftment  appears  to  haTe  been 
taken ;  Eigo,  he  remained  apparent  heir  in  the  feudal  investiture  <t 
1728.  He  is  then  charged  by  creditors  to  enter  heir  in  specisl  to 
his  father,  and  the  lands  are  adjudged  from  him.  Suppose  the  cre- 
ditors complete  this  right  by  charter  of  adjudication  and  infeftment, 
"will  his  intermediate  possession  be  counted  to  make  up  the  positive 
prescription  ?  Or  will  the  negative  prescription  operate  against  the 
latent  entail ;  and  further,  will  the  creditors  be  considered  as  boomi 
by  the  latent  entail,  in  respect  that  his  right  was  personal,  or  ratbci 
incomplete  ?   or  will  the  charge  against  him,  as  apparent  hek  in  hi* 
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recorded  in  the  record  of  tailzies,  yet  as  it  remained  per-       ^^^^' 
sonal,  and  as  the  creditors  cannot  pretend  to  have  relied  on  7* 

the  face  of  the  records,  so  thej  are  not  entitled  to  avail  v.* 
themselves  of  a  provision  meant  for  the  security  of  pnrcbas-  cobdon,  &c. 
era,  resting  upon  that  security,  which  the  creditors  in  this 
ease  most  certainly  had  not  done,  since  they  led  their  adju^ 
dications  in  the  idea  that  Alexander  Auchyndachy  vras  in- 
feft  in  the  lands,  vrhich,  had  they  looked  at  the  register,  they 
never  could  have  entertained.  2.  The  entail  is  not  cut  off 
by  the  negative  prescription.  The  minority  of  Sarah  Auch-. 
indachy  completely  interrupts  it. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — All  the  diligence  by  adju- 
dication, &c.,  which  led  to  the  decree  of  sale  having  been 
regular  and  valid,  and  the  estate  itself  not  being  protected 
against  creditors  by  the  entail  in  question,  this  entail  not 
having  been  recorded,  the  title,  under  that  decree  of  sale, 
is  unimpeachable.  The  entail  is,  besides,  prescribed,  it 
having  lain  dormant  for  more  than  forty  years.  Nor  can 
the  heir  substitute  plead  her  minority  in  bar  of  this  pre- 
scription, because,  according  to  a  long  train  of  decisions, 
the  minority  of  substitute  heirs  of  entail  cannot  be  deduct- 
ed. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was  ordered  and  adjudged  that 
the  interlocutor  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  W.  Grants  W.  Dundas. 
For  Respondents,  Sir  J.  Scott^  Alex,  Wight. 


&ther'8  infeftment,  be  held  equivalent  to  a  feudal  right  in  his  own 
person? 

^  If  there  be  no  room  for  the  positive  prescription,  will  the  nega- 
tive prescription  operate  ?    Vide  case  of  Alton  v.  Monypenny  in  ^Qte  yoI.  i. 
17*^6,  case  of  Porterfield  v,  Porterfield,  Sess.  Papers,  vol.  xiz.  No.  p.  649. 
71  •    The  Court  found  in  these  cases,  that  no  document  having  been 
taken  upon  a  latent  bond  of  tailzie  for  more  than  forty  years,  the 
same  vras  cut  off  by  the  negative  prescription. 

*^  The  minority  of  substitute  heirs  of  entail  cannot  be  allowed  as 
a  deduction,  otherwise  tailzies  would  never  prescribe.  The  whole 
heirs  are  a  collective  body.  The  succession  opened  in  1741>  and 
consequently,  valens  agere  from  that  period.** 

Lord  Justice  Clerk. — '^  Every  personal  right  is  affected  by  the 
personal  conditions  and  provisions ;  but,  he  is  heir  apparent  under   Stewart  v. 
the  investiture,  which  is  unlimited.    The  entail  is  no  bar.    Case  of  Douglas, 
Tailzie  of  KUhead— Estate  of  Cromarties,  about  twenty  years  ago."     ^®'-  ^^^^^• 

Lord  Dreohorn. — "  Of  same  opinion.'' 

"  Court  of  opinion  that  the  latent  entail  was  cut  off  by  prescrip- 
tion.'* 


^ 
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1794. 
DoooiD  &c.  John  &  Wm.  Duguid,  Merchants  in  Glasgow,  AppellanU; 
m^lbJh,  &c.  ^^^m  ^'L""«  ^  C^-'  Merchants  in  Port-  )  jj^^^p^,,,^^. 


House  of  Lords,  10th  Feb.  1794. 

Sale — Damages  fob  Non-Fcjlfilmbnt. — Oircamstances  in  wbidi 
held,  that  a  bargain  for  the  sale  of  sugars,  was  not  finally  oomplet- 
'  ed,  and  that  the  seller,  taking  advantage  of  a  rise  in  the  price  in 

the  market,  was  at  liberty  to  sell  to  another  party. 

The  appellant,  John  Duguid,  attended  the  sample  market 
in  Glasgow,  for  the  purpose  of  buying  a  quantity  of  vagm. 
He  saw  Mr.  Morris  there,  who  had  a  sample  of  sugars  for 
sale,  which  belonged  to  him  and  the  respondents,  Adim 
M'Leish  and  Co.,  amounting  in  all  to  133  casks.  The  ap- 
pellant, John  Duguid,  looked  at  the  sugars,  and  asked  the 
price,  and  was  told  that  it  was  57s.  6d.  per  cwt.,  but  think- 
ing the  price  too  high,  no  offer  was  made  at  that  time.  He 
also  saw,  some  days  thereafter,  in  the  same  place,  Adam 
M^Leish  endeavouring  to  sell  the  same  sugars,  and  they  en- 
tered into  conversation  about  the  sale  of  the  sugars,  which 
ended  as  before,  in  the  appellant  thinking  the  price  too 
high.  Nothing  was  said  about  the  number  of  casks,  about 
the  weight  of  them,  and  the  allowance  proposed  to  be  made 
for  tare. 

Thereafter,  and  on  the  9th  of  October,  the  respondents, 
at  Port  Glasgow^  received  from  the  appellants  the  following 

Oct.  8  1790.  l^tt^J^  • — ^"  ^®  "^^^^  *o  know  if  you  will  allow  14  lb.  of  ex- 
"  tra  tare  on  the  130  casks  of  Tortola  sugars  you  have  to  sell 
**  Also  please  to  say  the  general  run  of  the  weights  of  then, 
'*  and  to  say  the  lowest  price  you  will  take  for  them."  The 
respondents,  of  the  next  day's  date,  returned  the  following  an- 

Qct.  9  swer  by  post: — "I  received  yours  of  yesterday  by  John  Scott. 

'*  Our  lowest  price  of  the  130  casks  of  Tortola  sugars  belong- 
**  ing  to  Mr.  Morris  and  A.  M^Leish  and  Co.  is  57s.  and  141b. 
"  extra  tare  allowed  on  all  casks  from  10  to  12  cwt  The 
*-  60  hds.,  P.  &  W.  are  all  above  12  cwt.  but  one  or  two, 
*'  and  some  of  them  above  15.  The  I.  H.  are  of  varioni 
*'  weights,  from  15  cwt.  to  10  cwt. ;  none  of  them  under 
"  that  but  one,  twice  6 — 2,  but  it  is  a  light  casL    The  one 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.  321 


it 


L  W.  are  pretty  heavy,  roost  about  12  cwt.     The  E.  C.        ^'*^^' 
mark  is  the  lightest,  none  of  them  reaches  12  cwt."  duouid  &c 

This  letter  mast  have  reached  Glasgow  on  the  morning  of  v/  « 

the  next  day,  Sunday^  October  10.  But  although  the  appel-  "''^"^i  Vo- 
lants were  in  the  practice  of  receiving  their  letters  from  the 
post  office  on  Sundays,  yet  they  did  not  write  the  respond- 
ents by  the  post  of  Monday  (morning  at  8  o'clock)  Oct.  11th. 
The  price  of  sugars  much  fluctuating  at  this  time,  owing 
to  the  unsettled  state  of  matters  between  Great  Britain  and 
Spain.  The  post  from  London,  which  arrived  at  Glasgow 
about  nine  or  ten  in  the  morning,  brought  advice  on  the 
ILth  of  October  that  sugars  had  risen  2s.  6d.  per  cwt. 
Upon  this  the  appellants  sent  the  following  letter  by  ex^ 
press  to  the  respondents : — "  We  are  favoured  with  yours  of  Oct.  11,1790. 
"  this  mornfhg,  making  us  an  offer  of  your  and  Mr.  Morris' 
"  133  casks  of  sugar  from  Tor  tola,  at  57s.  per  cwt.,  and  to 
"  allow  14  lb.  extra  tare  upon  all  the  casks  from  10  to  12 
''  cwt.  As  Mr.  Morris  told  us  when  here  that  these  casks 
•*  are  lighter  than  they  used  to  be,  we  therefore  agree  to 
''  take  these  133  casks  sugar  at  said  price  of  57s.  per  cwt., 
"  payable  at  the  usual  credit  of  four  months. — When  we 
"  want  them  shipped  we  will  advise  you." 

This  last  letter  treats  the  respondents'  first  letter  of  the 
9th  October  as  an  offer  for  the  sugars ;  and  the  appellants 
conceived  they  had  only  to  intimate  their  acceptance  to 
close  the  bargain  and  sale  as  to  these  sugars.  After  dis- 
patching this  letter,  John  Duguid,  one  of  the  appellants, 
proceeded  to  the  public  sample  room  with  a  view  to  prevent 
a  sale  of  the  respondents'  sugars,  (which  their  agent,  Mr. 
Alexander,  had  power  to  sell),  under  the  pretext  that  they 
had  made  a  purchase  of  them.  Mr.  Alexander,  who  had 
that  morning  been  in  terms  with  one  Brown,  a  dealer  for 
the  sugars,  came  to  the  sale-room  by  appointment  with 
JBrown ;  and  Brown  coming  into  the  sale-room  almost  at  the 
same  time,  they  entered  into  conversation,  but  were  inter- 
rupted by  Duguid,  who  took  Alexander  aside,  and  told  him 
that  the  sugars  were  his  by  transaction,  and  referred  to  the 
above  correspond ence«  and  the  letter  of  9th  October  from 
the  respondents,  which  he  called  an  offer,  and  said  he  had 
accepted  that  offer,  and  thus  the  sugars  were  his. 

Mr.  Alexander  stated  that  the  letter  did  not  strike  him 
in  the  same  light,  but  as  he  did  not  know  how  the  respond- 
ents might  have  considered  it,  he  would  stop  the  sale  of  the 
cmgars,  and  write  for  instructions.     Mr.  Alexander  accord- 

VOL.  HI.  Y 


322  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

1794.       ingly  wrote  and  explained  his  negotiations  for  a  sale  of  the 

■  sugars  with  Brown,  stating  he  could  have  got  698,  per  cwt 

DUGuiD,  &c.  f^^  ^i^^jjj^  ^^  |.jjgjj  concludes  thus :— "  I  wish  to  know  if 

m'leis'h,  &c.  *'  when  you  wrote  Mr.  Duguid,  you  considered  it  as  making 

Oct.  1 1,1790.  It  jjjn^  an  offer  of  the  sugars,  and  that  you  were  bound  to  ac- 

^'  cept  the  offer  he  says  he  had  wrote  you  of.    It  will  be  a 

pity  if  he  gets  them.    By  advices  from  London  this  day, 

sugars  have  got  up  2s.  6d.  per  cwt.,  so  that  since  you  were 

**  here^  they  have  advanced  them  3s.  6d.  per  cwt.^ 

Before  the  above  letter  was  received,  that  which  the  ap- 
pellants had  taken  care  to  send  by  express  in  the  morning 
of  the  same  day,  had  reached ;  and  the  following  answer 
immediately  returned : — 

"  Gentlemen,      Part  GlasgoWy  11  Oct.  7  o'c^ck  E?ng. 

«  I  received  yours  of  this  day's  date,  and  agree  to  let 
'*  you  have  Mr.  Morris'  and  A.  M^L.  &  Co.^s  133  casks  sagar 
*'  ex  Tortola,  at  57s.,  with  an  allowance  of  14  lb.  exut 
"  tare  on  all  casks  from  10  to  12  cwt. ;  but  providing  that 
**  Mr.  Morris  or  his  agent  Mr.  John  Alexander^  has  not  al- 
**  ready  sold  them,  and  you  will  apply  to  Mr.  Alexander  im- 
**  mediately,  to  know  whether  or  not  he  has  already  dispos- 
**  ed  of  these  sugars. — lam,"  &c. 

The  above  letter,  it  was  maintained,  proved  thattbere 
was  previously  no  bargain  between  the  parties. 

To  Mr.  Alexander's  letter  writing  for  instructions,  wiudi 
reached  the  respondents  on  the  12th  Oct.,  they  wrote  for 
answer,  that  the  appellants'  letter  of  the  8th  only  soa^ 
for  information,  and  that  they  had  answered  it  in  the  nsul 
style  of  giving  information ;  and  that  if  they  had  stopped 
the  sale  to  Brown  it  was  not  fair. 

In  these  circumstances,  the  respondents  sold  the  suganto 
another  party ;  and  the  appellants  raised  the  present  aetioi, 
concluding  for  payment  of  £1000,  **  as  the  amount  of  ta 
''  and  damage  sustained,  or  which  might  be  sustunei, 
*'  through  failing  to  fulfil  the  bargain  and  disposing  of  the 
**  sugars." 

The  Lord  Ordinary  (Dreghorn)  pronounced  this  inteife- 
Pg|^^3l791.cutor : — "  Finds  from  the  correspondence  that  the  nb 
*'  libelled  was  a  complete  bargain  ;  and  therefore  finds  tha 
"  defenders  liable  in  damages  to  the  pursuers,  and  allowi  a 
**  condescendence  thereof  to  be  given  in  ;  but,  in  respect  tf 
June  3, 1791.  "  the  circumstances,  finds  no  expenses  due."  On  lepreM- 
tation,  the  Lord  Ordinary  adhered.    But,  on  a  redaaniiC 
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petition,  the  Court  altered  the  interlocutors  of  the  Lord  Or-        ^'^^' 
dinary,  assoilsied  the  respondenta,  and  decerned ;  and  found  „ 

the  appellants  liable  in  expenses.  v. ' 

Against  this  interlocutor  of  the  whole  Lords  the  present  JJ*""!":^^!* 
appeal  was  brought  to  the  House  of  Lords.  '   * 

Pleaded/or  the  AppdlatUs. — The  respondents  have  insi- 
nuated that  the  transaction  was  not  fair,  and  have  imputed 
fraud  to  the  appellants.    But»  suppose  that  Mr.  Duguid 
had  known  that  the  price  of  sugars  either  had  risen,  or  was 
likelj  to  rise,  and  bad  really  hurried  to  conclude  a  bargain 
which  he  foresaw  was  likely  to  be  a  good  one,  is  it  possible 
to  maintain  that  he  is  guilty  of  any  fraud  in  so  doing  ? 
Messrs.  Duguid   practised  no  imposition  upon  M^Leish; 
they  gave  him  no  false  information,  hung  out  to  him  no 
falae  lights;  if  the  market  rose  during  the  course  of  the 
tranflaction,  they  had  a  right  to  the  advantage ;  a  fair  pros- 
pect of  gain  is  a  very  proper  reason  for  hastening  the  con- 
clusion of  a  bargain  which  is  likely  to  turn  out  profitable ; 
and  a  knowledge  of  the  present  or  future  state  of  the  mar- 
kets in  other  places  is  not  only  one  of  the  greatest,  but  one 
of  the  fairest  and  most  legitimate  sources  of  mercantile  profit. 
The  question  then  comes  to  be,  Was  there,  as  between  the 
Tender  and  vendee,  a  completed  bargain  in  this  case  ?   And 
the  appellants  contend  that  M^Leish^s  letter  of  the  9th  Oct. 
can  be  viewed  in  no  other  light  than  as  an  offer  and  consent 
to  sell  the  sugars  at  the  price  therein  mentioned,  provided 
it  was  accepted  by  the  appellants.    The  question  asked, 
What  will  you  take  for  your  sugars  ?    He  replies,  57s.     Is 
not  this  a  consent  to  take  that  sum,  and  an  offer  to  sell  at 
it  ?    To  argue  otherwise,  would  be  to  suppose  the  letters 
written  to  gratify  idle  curiosity  merely.     If  this  letter  con- 
tained an  offer,  it  cannot  be  denied  that  Messrs.  Duguid's 
answer  contained  an  acceptance  of  that  offer,  and  that  by  it 
the  bargain  became  complete. 

Suppose  that  the  day,  or  the  very  hour  after  Messrs. 
Duguid  had  signified  their  consent  to  accept  of  the  sugars 
ft  57s.  the  price  had  fallen  20  per  cent.,  can  it  be  contend- 
that  they  would  not  have  been  bound  to  accept  the  su- 
at  that  price,  and  to  stand  to  the  loss  ?  and  if  so,  are 

ley  not  equally  entitled  to  the  profit?  since  the  only 

round  upon  which  they  could  have  been  liable  to  the  for- 
mer is,  that  the  bargain  was  complete ;  and  if  it  was  so  up- 
^n  the  one  side,  it  must  have  been  so  upon  the  other. 

Supposing,  however,  the  appellants*  letter  of  the  11th 
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1794.       October  accepting  the  offer  is  not  to  be  looked  upon  as  fin- 
ishing the  transaction,  jet  it  cannot  be  disputed  but  that 


DOGuiD,  &c.  Mr,  M^I^eish's  answer  of  the  11th  is  a  complete  acceptance 
I  M'LEisH,  &c.  of  *h®  terms  of  the  appellants'  letter,  with  only  a  proTuo 

that  the  sugars  were  still  under  the  power  of  M^Leish— a 
proviso  which  it  seems  to  have  been  almost  unneceflsarj 
to  add  ;  and  as  the  sugars  were  not  sold  prior  to  the  receipt 
of  that  letter,  it  follows,  that  immediately  upon  its  receipt, 
they  became  the  property  of  the  appellants.  No  doubt  an 
attempt  is  made  to  show,  that  but  for  Mr.  Duguid's  repre- 
sentations- that  he  had  purchased  the  sugars,  they  would 
have  been  sold  to  another  party,  but  which  sale  was  pre- 
vented  by  his  interference.  But  the  appellants  maintain 
that  there  was  no  unfairness,  or  attempt  at  imposition  in 
this.  Mr.  Duguid  concealed  nothing — misrepresented  no- 
thing. He  showed  Mr.  Alexander  the  letters  with  M^Leisb, 
and  allowed  him  to  judge  for  himself. 
,  Pleaded  /or  the  Respondents. — The  true  question  here  i*, 

Whether  there  was  a  completed  bargain,  so  as  to  entitle  tbe 
appellants  to  insist  in  the  present  action?  The  appellants' 
action  rests  on  the  principle,  that  one  purchasing  goods 
from  another,  who  does  not  fulfil  his  contract  by  delivery,  is 
entitled  to  recover  what  he  would  have  made  by  the  goods 
had  they  been  delivered,  or  to  reparation  for  tbe  loss  be 
sustains  bv  the  want  of  them ;  but  it  is  evident  that  the 
purchase,  to  have  such  consequence,  must' have  been  fairlj 
made.  The  appellants  in  effect  admitted,  that  at  the  time 
they  transmitted  their  offer  of  purchasing  to  the  respondents! 
they  knew  that  the  market  price  of  sugars  had  risen ;  and 
the  mode  of  transmitting  it  evidently  shows  that  they  wak- 
ed to  conclude  the  bargain  before  the  respondents  had  the 
same  intelligence.  They  even  plumed  themselves  upon  it 
as  a  proof  of  superior  intelligence  and  alertness,  and  justit* 
ed  it  upon  the  practice  of  merchants.  The  respondents  da 
not  mean  to  contend,  that  it  is  necessary,  in  commercid 
dealings,  to  communicate  or  disclose  intelligence  or  mo* 
tives,  nor  do  they  mean  to  deny  that  it  is  allowable  to  take 
advantage  of  prior  information  or  superior  sagacity ;  bot  ia 
all  such  cases  certi  fines  sunt^  quos  ultra,  citraquenequit 
sistere  rectum.  Care  must  be  taken  not  to  go  beyond  tbess 
bounds  in  the  least.  That  the  appellants  used  improper 
means  to  overreach  the  respondents,  is  apparent  from  d« 
correspondence  and  admitted  facts.  It  was  improper,  when 
there  was^  to  their  knowledge,  an  agent  at  Glasgow  appointr 
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cd  to  sell  the  sugars,  to  apply  in  the  way  that  was  here        1794. 
done,  to  the  respondents  themselves,  living  at  a  distance. 


Had  it  not  been  that  the  agent  (Mr.  Alexander)  had  the  ^'^°^"^'  ^^• 
same  intelligence  as  the  appellants,  the  application  would  u'leisb,  &c. 
have  been  to  him ;  and  had  it  not  been  to  outstrip  the  in- 
telligence which  it  was  foreseen  the  respondents  would  re- 
ceive, from  their  agent  or  otherwise,  by  the  post  of  that 
day,  an  express  would  not  have  been  sent.    It  was  still  more 
unjastifiable  for  the  appellants  to  interfere  with  the  sale  of 
the  sugars  to  Brown  at  the  time  when  they  had  no  interest 
in  or  right  to  them  ;  and  their  view  in  so  doing  was  plainly 
fraudulent,  because  they  could  not  fail  to  be  sensible  that 
the  respondents'  answer  would,  in  any  event,  be  qualified, 
as  it  actually  turned  out  to  be.     The  respondents  having 
employed  Mr.  Alexander  to  sell,  and  not  knowing  but  a  sale 
had  actually  taken  place,  could  not  signify  their  acceptance 
of  the  appellants'  offer  without  annexing  the  condition,  if 
the  goods  remained  unsold.      But,  by  the  appellants^  inter- 
ference, the  respondents  were  deprived  of  an  advantage  they 
were  unquestionably  entitled  to ;  and   that  semblance  of  a 
concluded  bargain  which  the  appellants  found  on,  was  ob- 
tained by  means  so  unfair,  as  effectually  to  destroy  it. 

But,  in  point  of  fact,  there  was  no  concluded  bargain. 
The  appellants  say  that  the  respondents'  letter  of  the  S)th 
October  was  an  offer  of  the  sugars  at  the  price,  and  on  the 
terms  mentioned  in  it ;  and  that  they  having  signified  their 
acceptance  by  the  express  letter  of  the  11th,  the  bargain 
was  complete,  the  sugars  were  theirs,  and  they  had  a  right 
to  interfere  and  to  prevent  the  factor  selling  to  another. 
But  this  proposition  is  preposterous.     The  respondents'  let- 
ter o{  the  9th  October  was  an  answer  to  simple  questions, 
which  it  is  usual  for  one  dealer  to  ask  another : — What  price 
they  had  fixed  on  for  the  goods  ?  what  was  the  weight,  or 
the  quantity,  &c.,  and  the  answer  did  not  go  a  hairbreadth 
beyond  the  questions.     How,  therefore,  they  have  been  able 
to  construe  this  letter  into  an  offer,  surpasses  all  that  the  re- 
spondents can  possibly  conceive. 

But  the  appellants,  in  the  second  place,  maintain  that,  at 
any  rate,  the  bargain  was  concluded  by  the  respondents' 
(vendors)  letter  of  the  Ilth  October  accepting  the  offer 
made  by  them  in  theirs  of  the  same  date.  But  this  neces- 
sarily assumes  that  there  could  be  no  completed  bargain 
tmtil  the  appellants  had  received  the  respondents'"  letter  of 
the  11th  October,  accepting  on  condition  of  Mr.  Alexander 
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^"^*-      the  agent  not  having  sold  the  goods ; — ^while  Mr.  Duguid's 

"T    interference  before  that  date  in  stopping  a  sale  to  Brown, 

vl    ^'  on  the  pretext  that  he  had  purchased  the  sngars,  would, 

C0A18,  &c.  upon  this  view  of  the  case,  appear  the  more  improper  and 

unwarranted.    In  these  circumstances,  it  will  be  evident  th*t 

through  the  fault  of  the  appellants,  the  respondents  were 

deprived  of  an  advantage  they  were  entitled  to,  and  would 

have  secured,  but  for  the  falsehood  and  misrepresentafionof 

Mr.   Duguid.     Their  conduct,  therefore,  must  operate  to 

annul  the  bargain,  or  rather,  so  as  to  make  it  be  held  thai 

there  never  wds  a  bargain.  - 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  J.  Anstruther,  Geo.  Ferguson, 
For  Respondents,  T.  Erskine^  W.  Grant, 


[Mor.  1620.] 

Messrs.  Patrick  Rbid,  David  King,  and  -\ 
Co.,  Merchants  in  New  York;   James   | 
Wilson  and  Co.,  Merchants  in  Eilmar-   \  Appellants; 
nock;    and  James  Wilson  and  Sons,   I 
Merchants  there,  -  -  J 

Archibald  and  John  Coats,  Merchants  in)    TUgnondgRii 

Glasgow,  -       .        -  .  )    xu^pwiacw 

House  of  Lords,  2l8t  Feb.  1794. 

Bill — Negotiation — Neglect. — A  bill  was  taken  in  secoritjcCa 
prior  bill,  it  being  at  same  time  agreed  that  the  prior  endoi^ 
sers  and  acceptors  should  remun  bound.  The  acoeptors  of  die 
new  bill  failed,  and  the  bill  in  security  was  neyer  recorcrrfi 
Thereupon  action  vras  raised  upon  the  original  bill  against  the  a> 
ceptors  and  endorsers  thereof,  which  had  been  dulj  protestoi 
Held^  that  a  bill  granted  in  security  is  not  exempted  from  the  ibkk 
rules  of  negotiation,  and  this  haying  been  neglected  bj  the  hoUos 
of  the  new  bill,  that  the  acceptors  and  endorsers  of  the  ori^BalUI 
were  not  liable  in  pa}'ment. 

The  respondents,  Archibald  and  John  Coats,  baring  fui^ 
nishcd  goods  to  James  Wilson  and  Sons,  merchants  in  Kit 
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marnock,  received  from  them,  in  payment  of  these  goodSf  a       1794. 
bill  for  £400,  payable  12  months  after  date. 


The  bill  was  drawn  by  James  Wilson  and  Co*  npon  Reid,    bkid,  &e. 
King  and  Co.,  the  appellants,  by  whom  it  was  accepted,  coats'  &c. 
By  James  Wilson  and  Co.  the  bill  was  endorsed  to  James 
Wilson  and  Sons ;  and  by  them  it  was  endorsed  to  the  re- 
spondents, and  by  the  respondents  to  Archibald  Grahame, 
cashier  of  the  Thistle  Bank  in  Glasgow. 

When  the  bill  became  due,  it  was  protested  by  the 
Thistle  Bank  against  the  acceptors,  drawers,  and  endorsers, 
and  the  respondents  having  paid  the  contents  of  the  bill  to 
the  bank,  became  the  holders  of  the  bill  against  the  prior 
endorsers  and  acceptors. 

The  respondents  having  failed  to  recover  payment  against 
the  acceptors,  Reid,  King  and  Co.,  and  also  against  the 
drawers  and  endorsers  in  this  country,  as  these  companies 
had  partners  residing  in  Antigua;  they  sent  the  bill  to 
Ladwell  and  Scott,  merchants  in  Antigua,  with  power  of 
attorney,  and  special  instructions  to  recover  the  contents. 

Ludwell  and  Scott  were  unsuccessful  in  recovering  pay- 
ment of  the  bill  from  these  parties ;  but  they  entered  into 
an  arrangement,  without  any  communication  with  the  re- 
spondents, with  Cumberland  Wilson,  a  partner  of  James 
Wilson  and  Co.j  and  James  Wilson  and  Sons,  whereby  it 
was  agreed  that  he  should  give  a  bill,  by  way  of  additional 
aecnrity,  by  drawing  another  bill  in  favour  of  the  respond- 
ents, on  Ross  and  Butler,  whom,  it  was  alleged,  were  debt- 
ors to  Wilson  and  Co.    This  was  accordingly  done,  where- 
upon Ludwell  and  Scott  granted  the  following  receipt  for 
the  bill  so  received  : — ^^  Antigua,  Aug.  1,  1785.    Received 
"  from  Cumberland  Wilson,  Esq.,  partner  in  the  house  of 
'*  James  Wilson  and  Co.,  his  draft  of  this  date,  on  Messrs. 
"  Ross  and  Butler,  for  the  sum  of  four  hundred  and  fifty- 
"  three  pounds,  seventeen  shillings  and  five  pence  sterling, 
"  and  accepted  by  them  payable  in  this  island  at  12  months' 
"  date ;  which  bill  is  received  as  an  additional  security  for 
the  said  protested  biU,  but^  by  this  express  agreement,  is  in 
**  no  respect  to  exonerate  the  acceptors^  or  any  of  the  parties 
"  thereby  bound,  until  actual  payment  thereof  is  made.'* 

When  this  billiell  due  it  was  not  paid,  although  repeat- 
ed letters  were  sent  to  Ludwell  and  Scott,  urging  them  to 
recover  payment.  Latterly  they  could  get  no  answer  to 
their  letters;  and  finally,  on  Idth  January  1789,  a  letter 
was  received  from  the  agent  of  Mr.  Ludwell,  intimating  his 


u 
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1794.       long  illnefis  and  death,  stating  that  Mr.  Scott  resided  in 
Liverpool,  and  that  Ross  and  Butler  were  bankrupts.    Lad- 


BEiD,  &c.  ^^jj  ^^^  Scott,  it  was  alleged  and  not  denied,  were  closely 
C0AT8,  &c.  connected  together,  both  by  relation  and  in  business  with 
Ross  and  Bntler ;  Ross  having  married  Scott's  sister,  and 
Butler,  Ludwell's  cousin,  and  Ludwell  and  Scott  were,  be- 
sides,  securities  for  Ross  and  Butler  to  their  correspon- 
dents, Henry  Faterson  and  Company  of  London,  for  large 
cargoes  of  goods  exported  by  them. 

The  respondents  ordered  the  original  bill  of  £400  to  be 
returned,  and  raised  the  present  action  against  the  whole 
parties  on  that  bill.  In  defence  to  this  action,  it  was  stated, 
that  the  bill  delivered  over  to  Ludwell  and  Scott,  attomies 
for  the  pursuers,  (respondents),  on  Ross  and  Butler,  was  a 
bill  which,  when  paid,  was  to  be  applied  to  the  extinctioa 
of  the  debt  now  sued  for.  And  as  at  this  time,  and  for 
years  after,  Ross  and  Butler  were  in  good  credit :  and  as 
they  had  su£Scient  funds  in  their  hands  to  answer  the  above 
draft,  the  respondents,  or  their  attornies,  either  did,  or 
ought  to  have  recovered  payment  from  them  ;  and  as  the  a- 
mount  of  the  draft  fully  paid  the  debt  due  to  the  piuvaers, 
the  defenders  fell  to  be  assoilzied  from  the  present  process. 

The  Lord  Ordinary,  after  ordering  a  condescendence  of 

the  facts  in  support  of  the  libel,  pronounced  this  interloen- 

Junel,  1791.  tor: — ^*  Having  considered  the  condescendence,  &c.,  and 

having  considered  that  the  pursuers  (respondents)  did  by 
'<  their  attornies,  Ludwell  and  Seott,  demand  payment  of  tiM 
bill  in  question  (the  bill  pursued  on)  when  dae  from  the  de^ 
<<  fenders  (appellants),  who  were  then  unable  to  pay  the  same; 
<*  and  that  the  said  attornies  did  receive  from  them  another 
*'  bill  on   Ross  and  Butler  for   the  amount,  interest,  and 
**  charges  and  commission  as  an  additional  security,  and  un- 
der the  express  declaration  that  it  was  in  no  respect  to 
exonerate  the  acceptors  or  others  bound,  until  actual  pay- 
'*  ment;  and  this  was  so  received  by  the  said  attornies  with- 
"  out  any  communication  with  their  constituents,  and  at  the 
"  request,  and  for  the  accommodation  of  the  defenders:  and 
''  having  further  and  scparatim  considered,  what  is  stated  in 
'<  the  condescendence  with  regard  to  the  transactions  be- 
<<  tween  lleid,  King  and  Co.  and  the  other  defenders  the 
<*  Wilsons;  and  that  no  notice  is  taken  thereof  in  theansweia 
<<  nor  even  in  the  duplies,  although  the  defenders  were  called 
'*  upon  in  the  replies  to  speak  to  it,  and  it  was  thensTened 
''  that  the  defenders,  the  Wilsons,  got  the  sum  in  the  bill  to  pay 
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''the  pursuers; — repels  the  defences ;  finds  the  defenders       1794. 
*'  liable  in  the  sum  libelled,  and  decerns  with  expenses." 


— _  —  _ —  _  -^ _——.  — _ _ — _ — f —  -^ .  -.  —  —  ^  —    — 

On  representation,  the  Lord  Ordinary  adhered.     On  re-    ■^''^' 

claiming  petition  to  the  whole  Lords,  the  Court  refused  the  coats,  &c. 

prayer  of  the  petition.     And,  on  second  petition,  they  ad-  JJ®^' J^'  ^Vq\'' 

^e'ea-*  Jau.  17, 1792. 

Against    these    interlocutors    the    present    appeaL  was 

brought  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants. — It  is  clear  that  Ludwell  and 
Scott  were  the  attornies  of  the  respondents;  they  describe 
themselves  as  such  in  the  receipt  which  they  gave  for  the 
bill  upon  Ross  and  Butler ;  and  it  is  not  denied  that  they 
acted  in  that  character,  nor  that  they,  in  doing  what  they 
did,  exceeded  the  amount  of  their  commission.  Their  act- 
ings, therefore,  must  be  taken  as  if  they  wero  the  acts  of 
the  respondents  themselves. 

There  is  a  strong  legal  presumption  that  the  bill  upon 
fioss  and  Butler  has  been  paid.  The  length  of  time  which 
elapsed  between  the  time  when  the  bill  became  payable 
and  that  of  giving  notice  of.  its  being  dishonoured,  the  rela- 
tion in  which  the  holders  stood  to  the  acceptors  Ross  and 
Butler ;  the  holiders  themselves,  men  trained  in  the  habits 
of  business,  and  well  acquainted  with  all  the  forms  of  it ; 
these  circumstances  leave  little  room  to  doubt  but  that  the 
bill  has  been  paid. 


*  Opinions  of  Judges : 

Lord  Presdemt  Campbell. — "  This  is  a  bill  transaction.  The 
bill  drawn  by  Cumberland  Wilson  on  Ross  and  Buder  having  only 
been  deposited  with  Ludwell  and  Scott  as  a  farther  security  for  the 
debt  due  by  Messrs  Wilson  and  Co.  and  Messrs  Coats  and  Co.,  it 
was  incumbent  upon  Mr  Wilson  himself,  both  as  drawer  of  the  bill, 
and  as  liable  for  the  principal  debt,  to  have  taken  care  it  should  be 
duly  recoTered  irom  the  acceptor  when  due.  He  was  more  interest* 
ed  in  this  than  any  other  person  ;  and  Ludwell  and  Scott  acted  in 
part  of  the  business  as  his  attornies,  more  than  as  the  attornies  of 
Messrs  Coats  and  Co.  It  is  enough  for  these  last  mentioned  gentle- 
men to  say,  we  have  not  got  payment  from  Ross  and  Butler,  and 
therefore  we  must  have  payment  irom  the  original  debtors,  the 
Messrs  Wilson  and  Co.  The  case  is  the  same  as  if  Messrs  Wilson 
had  given  a  receipt  for  payment  out  of  any  other  fund  which  had 
proved  deficient." 

I7th  Jan.  1792,  "  Bill  transaction.  No  general  point  of  law. 
See  former  notcb."     (Supra.) 
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1794.  Bat  supposing  the  bill  not  to  have  been  paid,  it  is  esta- 

blished law  that  the  holders  of  a  bill  must  demand  payment 


^  ^  'of  it  immediately  as  it  becomes  due ;  and  that  he  must  take 
COATS,  &c.  the  earliest  opportunity  of  informing  the  endorser  or  drawer, 
of  its  dishonour,  otherwise  he  will  lose  his  recourse.  In  the 
present  case,  it  does  not  appear,  nor  is  it  even  pretended, 
that  any  demand  was  made  at  the  time  of  the  bill's  becom> 
ing  due,  nor  indeed  at  any  lime  after ;  no  notice  at  all  iras 
taken  for  nearly  three  years,  not  till  the  insolvent  eircam- 
stances  of  the  acceptors  Boss  and  Butler  rendered  it  impos- 
sible to  take  any  measures  for  recovering  payment  of  it 
from  them.  The  respondents,  therefore,  by  their  laohes,  or 
which  is  the  same  thing,  by  the  laches  of  their  agents,  have 
made  the  bill  their  own,  and  have  forfeited  all  claim  upon 
the  appellants.  And  the  wisdom  of  the  law  in  requiring 
this  diligence  in  the  holder,  was  perhaps  never  more  mani- 
fest than  upon  the  present  occasion,  since,  if  the  bill  had 
been  presented  in  the  regular  course,  there  is  no  reason  to 
doubt  it  would  have  been  paid,  as  Boss  and  Butler  were  at 
the  time  solvent,  and  continued  so  for  two  years  after. 
From  the  negligence  of  Ludwell  and  Scott,  therefore,  the 
appellants  have  sustained  an  actual  loss. 

It  is  no  answer  to  say,  that  the  bill  of  Boss  and  Butler, 
having  only  been  received  as  an  additional  security,  any  ne- 
,  gleet  of  proper  diligence  upon  it  can  have  no  weight;  be- 

cause there  is  no  difference  in  law  between  a  bill  sent  as  a 
remittance  from  one  correspondent  to  another,  or  given  as 
an  additional  security  for  debt.     The  bill  has  the  same  pro- 
perties, and  the  same  obligations  attach  upon  the  holder 
with  respect  to  it  in  the  latter  case  as  in  the  former.   Wha« 
a  bill  is  remitted  to  another,  as  in  the  present  instance,  as 
security  for  one  that  has  been  dishonoured,  this  bill  does 
not  cease  to  be  a  negotiable  instrument,  nor  is  it  discharged 
of  the  rules  required  in  negotiation ;  and  it  makes  no  dif- 
ference as  to  the  consequences  of  neglect  of  such  negotia- 
tion, that  the  party,  in  giving  and  taking  the  new  bill,  has 
stipulated  that  it  is  not  to  liberate  the  parties  on  the  old 
bill.    But  even  supposing  the  holders  of  a  bill  in  security  to 
be  in  general  not  liable  for  any  neglect  whatever,  still  there 
are  some  circumstances  which  would  render  the  respondents 
accountable  for  the  amount  of  the  bill :   I.  Ludwell  and 
Scott  knew  that  Cumberland  Wilson,  in  settling  with  Koss 
and  Butler,  took  security  for  the  balance  remaining  dne  to 
him  and  his  partners   after  deduction  of  the  bill  which  he 
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had  some  months  before  drawn  in  favour  of  the  respondents,       1794. 
one  of  them  being  a  party  to  the  transaction  ;  and  they  fur-    - 
ther  knew,  that  after  he  had  settled  with  Ross  and  Butler    ***^'    ^* 
in  this  manner,  he  returned  to  Britain  a  short  time  before  coats,  &c. 
the  bill  he  had  drawn  in  their  favour  became  due.    From 
all  which  it  is  evident  that  it  must  have  been  understood 
between  the  parties  that  Ludwell  and  Scott,  who  received 
the  bill,  were  also  to  pay  attention  to  the  recovery  of  it, 
and  that  it  was  given  them  on  these  terms.    2.  Ludwell  and 
Scott  were  not  merely  guilty  of  neglect ;  their  conduct  a- 
mounts  to  positive  wrong  done  to  the  appellants,  they  hav- 
ing recovered  large  sums  from  Ross  and  Butler  after  this 
bill  became  due,  which  they  applied  wholly  to  relieve  them- 
selves of  debts  for  which  they  were  bound,  but  which  they 
did  not  apply  (at  least  so  it  is  now  pretended)  any  part  they 
so  received  in  payment  of  this  bill  which  was  lying  in  their 
hands  past  due.     3.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  respond- 
ents, or  their  attomies  for  them,  took  a  sum  for  commission 
for  receiving  the  money  for  Ross  and  Butler,  as  appears 
from  the  sums  added  to  the  bill,  a  state  of  which  was  trans- 
mitted to  the  respondents  in  August  1785,  when  the  bill 
was  given.     This,  therefore,  independently  of  every  thing 
else,  makes  them  liable,  if  not  for  strict  negotiation,  at  least 
to  some  diligence  in  which  they  and  their  attomies  have 
totally  failed. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents, — The  bill  for  £400,  upon 
which  the  appellants  put  their  names,  has  never  been  paid, 
and  neither  has  the  bill  granted  by  Ross  and  Butler  in  secu- 
rity of  the  former  bill ;  consequently  the  respondents  have 
not  recovered  payment  of  the  debt  justly  due  to  them  for 
Talue  received  from  the  respondents  by  the  appellants,  in 
consequence  of  goods  furnished  in  the  fair  course  of  trade. 
This  is  proved  by  the  fact  of  both  the  bills  being  now  in  pos- 
session of  the  respondents,  who  upon  receiving  payment  of 
the  £400  bill  with  interest  and  expenses,  will  deliver  up  both 
the  original  bill  and  the  bill  granted  in  security  by  Ross  and 
Butler. 

The  defence  pleaded  by  the  appellants  against  paying  the 
debt,  which  is  in  this  manner  proved  to  be  still  owing  to 
the  respondents  is^  that  the  respondents  should  have  reco- 
Tered  payment  of  the  bill  due  by  Ross  and  Butler ;  and  that 
if  they  have  not  done  so,  they  have  themselves  to  blame, 
and  cannot  now  have  recourse  against  the  appellants.  The 
respondents',  it  is  said,  should  have  negotiated  the  bill  a- 
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1794.       gainst  Ross  and  Butler,  in  all  the  forms  known  in  law  and 

~"     practice  ;  but,  instead  of  doing  so,  they  took  no  step  what- 

^^     '     ever  to  recover  its  contents,  but  neglected  demanding  paj- 

co&Ts,  &c.  ment  till  Uoss  and  Butler  became  bankrupt.     They  were 

therefore  guilty  of  a  gross  neglect,  and  the  damage  arisiog 

from  that  neglect  they  must  bear  themselves. 

When  Ludwell  and  Scott  took  the  bill  upon  Koss  and 
Butler  from  Cumberland  Wilson,  they  took  it  as  an  addi- 
tional security  for  the  debt  owing  by  the  appellants,  and 
under  the  express  declaration  that  it  was  in  no  respect  to 
exonerate  the  acceptors  of  the  original  bill,  or  any  of  the 
parties  thereby  bound,  till  actual  payment  of  the  bill  by 
lloss  and  Butler  was  made.  The  bill  of  Ross  and  Butler, 
therefore,  was  not  taken  in  soltitum  of  the  debt  due  by  the 
appellants,  but  merely  in  security  of  that  debt. 

In  point  of  law  there  is  nothing  more  clearly  fixed  in  the 
law  of  Scotland  than  this,  that  where  a  bill  is  granted  in  se- 
curity, it  does  not  require  to  be  duly  negotiated  *like  other 
bills,  in  order  to  preserve  the  right  of  the  person  who  holds 
it  to  insist  for  the  original  debt,  in  security  of  which  the 
bill  was  granted ;  if  the  bill  given  in  security  is  paid,  the 
debt  is  of  course  extinguished  to  the  amount  of  that  pay- 
ment ;  but  if  the  bill  given  in  security  is  not  paid,  the  debt 
remains  still  due,  and  it  does  so  though  the  holder  of  the 
bill  in  security  has  taken  no  step  whatever  to  operate  pay- 
ment.    This  has  been  found   by  repeated  decisions: — In 
particular,  it  was  decided  to  be  the  law  in  the  case  of  Alex- 
ander V,   Gumming,  3d  Jan.  1758  *,  in  which  case  it  was 
found  that  where  a  bill  is  granted  not  in  solutum  of  a  debt, 
but  only  in  security,  the  endorser  was  still  liable  on  the  ori- 
ginal ground  of  debt,*  though  the  holder  of  the  bill  had 
taken  no  step  whatever  to  recover  payment  of  the  bill  given 
him  in  security.     The  same  doctrine  was  held  to  be  law  in 
the  still  later  cases  of  M*Einnon  v.  Garroch,  1st  Feb.  1775 ; 
Glass  V.  Kellie,  26th  Nov.  1776;  Pringle  v.  Keltic,  11th 
Feb.  1777 ;  and  M^Ausland  v.  Hamilton  and  Co.  27th  Nov. 
1779. 

Had  the  bill  of  Ross  and  Butler  been  taken  in  solutum  of 
the  debt  owing  by  the  appellants,  the  case  would  have  been 
different.  But  a  novatio  debiti  is  never  to  be  presumed ; 
and  in  this  case  there  is  no  room  for  presumption,  as  the 
fact,  that  the  bill  upon  Ross  and  Butler  was  taken  merely 
as  an  additional  security  for  the  bill  in  which  the  appeUaot« 
were  bound,  is  proved  not  only  by  the  terms  of  the  receipt 
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granted  bj  Lodwell  and  Scott  to  Cumberland  Wilson,  but       1794. 

by  this  circumstance  of  real  evidence,  that  both  the  original    • 

bill,  and  the  bill  drawn  upon  Ross  and  Butler,  remained  in  *"'^» 
the  possession  of  Ludwell  and  Scott.  Whether  Ludwell  coats,  &c. 
and  Scott  took  any  steps  to  recover  payment  of  this  bill 
(original  bill)  the  respondents  cannot  tell ;  but  it  is  certain 
that  from  the  moment  that  Ludwell  and  Scott  took  the  bill 
in  security,  which  they  did  without  any  authority  from  the 
respondents,  repeated  letters  were  written  by  the  respond- 
ents, during  the  course  of  two  years,  urging  Ludwell  and 
Scott  to  recover  payment  of  the  bill  from  Ross  and  Butler, 
and  urging  them  to  procure  payment  of  the  debt  in  ques- 
tion. Whether  Ludwell  and  Scott  took  any  steps  to  that 
purpose,  it  is  immaterial  to  inquire,  because  it  was  not  in- 
cumbent upon  the  respondents  to  make  a  single  demand 
upon  Ross  and  Butler  to  pay  the  bill  which  they  had  grant- 
ed ;  for  it  is  clearly  contrary  to  law,  to  say  that  if  a  credit 
tor  does  not  pursue  a  cautioner  or  surety  for  a  debt,  he  is 
not  to  be  allowed  to  make  a  demand  upon  the  principal  ob- 
ligant :  That  a  creditor  cannot  distress  a  surety  wifchout  dis- 
cussing the  principal  is  established  law  ;  but  to  reverse  the 
rule,  and  to  say  that  a  creditor  must  discuss  the  cautioner, 
or  lose  his  claim  against  the  principal  obligant,  is  a  doctrine 
that  was  never  heard  of  before.  As  Ross  and  Butler  were 
merely  sureties  for  the  appellants,  it  is  impossible  to  con- 
ceive upon  what  ground  the  fact  of  the  respondents  not 
having  prosecuted  the  sureties  while'  they  were  solvent 
ought  to  have  the  effect  of  liberating  the  appellants.  On 
these  grounds,  and  in  particular  also  of  the  precise  terms  of 
the  receipt,  which  expressly  stipulated  that  the  acceptors 
and  endorsers  of  the  old  bill  were  to  remain  bound,  the  in- 
terlocutor of  the  Court  of  Session  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  reversed, 
and  that  the  defenders  (appellants)  be  assoilzied. 

For  Appellants,  J.  Anstrutlier^  Wm.  Adam. 

For  Respondents,  W,  Grants  Ar.  Campbell^  Wm.  Tait. 

Note. — It  is  stated  inMorison  (1620)  that  this  case  was  reversed  on 
the  same  pricciples  as  those  decided  in  Sir  J.  Murray  v.  Grosset,  16th 
Feb.  1762,  House  of  Lords,  17th  March  1763  ;  ante  vol.  ii.  p.  81 ; 
namely,  that  a  bill  given  in  security  was  not  exempted  from  the  strict 
rules  of  negotiation.      Vide  also  Professor  Bell's  Com.  vol.  i.  p.  42o. 
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^    Addison  &  Song,  Owners  of. the  Whaler  Ship)  jijmellaiits  ; 
Caledonia  of  Borrowstonness,  -  ) 

Wm.  Row  of  Newcastle,  Owner  of  the  Whaler)  ji^gj^fff^ji^. 
Ship  Priscilla,  -  -  -         )  •***^'^^^ 

House  of  Lords,  3d  March  1794. 

Propbbty — ^FiRST  Possessor — Rule  in  Whale  Fishing. — 'Edi 
it  to  be  a  settled  point,  that  a  whale  being  strack,  and  afterwards 
getting  loose,  is  the  property  of  the  first  striker  who  continoes  &tt 
until  she  is  killed ;  and  that,  from  the  evidence  in  this  case,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  whale,  when  strack  with  the  harpoon  of  the  appd* 
lants'  ship,  had  got  free  from  the  harpoon  of  the  respondenfa,  and 
therefore  that  the  whale  belonged  to  the  appellants. 

This  was  a  dispute  about  the  property  of  a  whale  be- 
tween the  owners  of  the  whaling  ship  Caledonia,  and  the 
owners  of  the  Priscilla,  both  engaged  in  the  whale  fishery 
at  Davies  Straits. 

Wm.  Row's  ship  Priscilla,  commanded  by  Captain  Frank, 
was  the  first  striker,  and  brought  action  before  the  Admiral- 
ty Court  in  Scotland  against  Addison  and  Sons,  the  owners 
of  the  Caledonia,  who  were  the  takers  of  the  fish.  The 
Judge  Admiral,  after  a  proof,  sustained  the  defences  found- 
ed on  the  fish  being  a  loose  fish  at  the  time  the  Caledonia's 
boats  came  up  and  struck  her  with  the  second  harpoon. 
But  of  this  sentence  the  respondent  brought  a  reduction 
and  declarator,  setting  forth  the  following  facts :  That  both 
vessels  being  engaged  in  the  whale  fishing,  the  Caledonia's 
boats  harpooned  and  got  fast  to  a  fish  on  the  27th  May  1789, 
near  to  where  the  Priscilla  then  lay,  whereupon  Frank,  the 
captain  of  the  latter,  ordered  out  his  boats  manned  to  assist 
the  Caledonia  in  killing  the  fish.  Accordingly,  when  the 
whale  came  up  to  blow,  after  being  struck,  it  was  harpoon- 
ed a  second  time  by  the  Priscilla's  boats,  by  which  means 
the  fish  was  killed,  and  became  the  property  of  the  Caledo- 
nia, the  first  striker.  The  captain  of  the  Caledonia,  in  re- 
turn for  the  gratuitous  assistance  so  rendered,  promised  the 
captain  of  the  Priscilla  that  when  he  got  fast  to  a  fish,  he 
would  render  the  same  assistance  in  return  during  the  sea- 
son. 

Accordingly,  two  days  after  this  (29th  May)  the  Priscilla's 
boats  struck  a  whale,  which  immediately  took  down,  and, 
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on  hoisting  his  signal  to  the  other  boats  and  vessels  of  bis       ^*^' 
being  fast,  the  defender,  James  Pottinger,  captain  of  the  ^ J^Tg^T^ 
Caledonia,  lowered,  manned,  and  ordered  out  fonr  boats  to  «! 

assist  the  Priscnia  in  killing  the  fish :  That  while  the  boats        ''^'^* 
were  on  the  watch  for  the  rising  of  the  fish,  she  came  up  to 
the  surface,  after  being  three  quarters  of  an  hour  down,  at 
a  great  distance,  and  in  a  different  direction  from  what  was 
expected,  and  nearer  to  the  Caledonia   than  any  of  the 
boats*  with  the  Priscilla's  harpoon  sticking  in  her  back^ 
blowing  very'  hard  and  thick  as  a  wounded  fish,  and  lay 
on  the  water  sometime,  whereupon  two  other  boats  were 
let  down,  manned,  and  ordered  out  from  the  Caledonia,  in 
one  of  which  William  Robertson,  mate,  acted  as  harpooner, 
who  rowed  up  to  the  fish,  and  struck  a  harpoon  into  her, 
after  which  she  again  took  down,  at  which  time  the  line  of 
the  Priscilla^s  boat  seemed  fast,  as  the  boat^s  crew  continued 
to  let  it  out,  when,  in  a  few  minutes  thereafter,  it  appeared 
loose,  and  came  home  :  That  when  the  fish  again  came  to 
the  surface,  she  was  struck  with  a  third  harpoon  from  the 
Priscilla's  boat,  and  from  a  boat  belonging  to  the  ship  Kitty, 
and  was  killed  ;  yet  notwithstanding  this,  and  in  breach  of 
his  promise  of  assistance,  and  on  pretence  that  the  fish  was 
a  loose  fish  at  the  time  the  Caledonia's  boats  struck  her,  the 
whale  was  taken  possession  of  and  cut  up  by  the  captain  of 
the  Caledonia,  against  the  remonstrances  and  prior  claim  of 
the  Priscilla :  That  the  line  attached  to  the  Priscilla's  har- 
poon struck  first  into  the  fish  had  the  appearance  of  being 
cut  crosS'Over  with  a  sharp  instrument  near  the  splice,  and 
almost  close  to  the  hose  for  the  shaft  used  at  striking  the 
harpoon  into  the  fish ;  that  this  must  have  been  done  by 
Robertson  with  the  intention  of  defeating  the  Friscilla's 
right  of  first  striker.     In  defence,  the  appellants  admitted 
the  facts  as  to  the  promise  of  assistance,  but  stated  that  this 
only  extended  to  a  fast  fish,  but  positively  denied  that  when 
the  Caledonia's  boats  came  up  that  the  fish  was  fast :  On 
the  contrary,  finding  that  the  fish  had  got  loose,  he  har- 
pooned it  on  his  own  account,  in  virtue  of  the  practice  and 
law  prevailing  in  all  such  fisheries.     That  the  fact  of  the  fish 
being  a  loose  fish  was  supported  by  many  presumptions; 
1.    From  the  unexpected  turn  the  whale  took;    2.   From 
the  great  distance   to  which  it  ran  from   the   Priscilla's 
boats,  nearly  ten  lines,  whereas  the  Priscilla's  rope  was  no 
longer  than  five  lines  in  length ;  and  offered  to  prove  that 
she  was  a  loose  fish  at  that  time. 
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1794.  A  proof  was  ordered  to  both  parties,  which  was  conflict* 

ing  in  its  nature  ;  the  crew  of  the  Caledonian's  boats  depoB- 


ADDISON,  &c.  j„g  ^jjj^ij  ^jjg  ggjj  ^^g  loose,  and  detached  from  the  harpoon, 
Eow.       although  the  harpoon  still  remained  fast  in  its  body  :  That 
at  this  time  the  whale  was  ten  lines  from  the  PrisciUa's 
boat  which  had  first  harpooned  it :  That  immediately  there- 
after the  fish  went  down,  dragging  their  line  along  with  it. 
They  also  proved,  by  a  great  many  witnesses  ezperieneed 
and  employed  in  whale  fishing,  the  practice  in  the  Green* 
land  and  Davies  Straits  fisheries  to  be,  that  when  an  assist- 
ing ship  finds  the  whale  loose,  if  he  strikes  and  follows  up 
the  chase  iftitil  he  kill  her.  the  fish  belongs  to  him ;  but,  if 
the  harpoon  of  the  ship  who  strucjk  the  whale  ^rst  be  foond 
in  her  after  she  is  loose,  and  they  can  prove  that  the  line 
was  cut  by  the  harpoon  of  the  second  ship  who  strikes  into 
her,  the  fish  will  belong  to  the  ship  which  first  struck ;  but, 
if  they  cannot  prove  that  the  harpoon  of  the  second  ship 
cut  the  line,  then  the  fish  belongs  to  the  second  or  assisting 
ship  :  and,  finally,  that  the  whale  commonly  belongs  to  the 
first  striker  whose  boat  or  line  continues  fast  until  the  fish 
is  killed.     That  the  line  may  be  cut,  and  sometimes  is  cut, 
by  running  through  foul  ground,  by  rubbing  on  the  ice,  or 
being  cut  against  a  rock.     On  the  other  hand,  the  (pursner) 
respondent,  besides  objecting  to  the  credibility  of  the  appel- 
lants' evidence,  consisting  chiefly  of  Robertson,  the  har- 
pooner,  and  his  boat's  crew,  (Robertson  was  charged  with 
being  guilty,  in  a  former  case,  of  cutting  the  line,  where,  in 
consequence,  the  fish  was  divided  between  the  two  vessels^ 
he  proved,  1.  That  the  whale  was  fast  to  the  Priscilla's 
boat  at  the  time  she  was  struck  a  second  time  by  Robertson 
— that  after  being  struck  by  Robertson  she  ran  out  line  fron 
the  Priscilla's  boat  to  the  extent  of  30  or  40  fathoms,  a  iict 
inconsistent  with  the  supposition  of  her  being  a  loose  6ih 
when  Robertson  so  struck.     2.  That  the  foreganger  of  the 
Priscilla's  harpoon,  which  was  afterwards  discovered  to  be 
loose,  had  the  appearance  of  being  cut  by  a  sharp  instru- 
ment close  by  the  splice,  instead  of  being  broken  accident- 
ally.   3.  That  Robertson  had  been  guilty  before  of  cutting 
out  the  harpoons  and  lines,  in  order  to  found  such  claimft. 
4.  The  promise  to  assist,  and  that  on  this  occasion  they 
were  only  performing  that  promise,  and  not  with  the  Tiew 
of  interfering  as  they  afterwards  did  with  their  wounded 
fish,   ought  to  silence  their  claim.     One  of  their  own  wit- 
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nesses  belonging  to  the  first  four  boats,  deposed  that  they       1794. 
were  ordered  to  go  and  assist  in  killing  the  fish. 


The  general  argament  of  the  appellant  was,  that  by  the  ^^^^^»  ^^' 
general  principles  of  law,  actual  apprehension  was  necessary        aow.  * 
to  secure  the  property  of  animals,  ferae  natures  ;  and  con- 
sequently, the  moment  the  Priscilla's  harpoon  got  loose,  the 
fish  became  the  property  of  the  first  that  should  afterwards 
strike. 

The  respondent  maintained  that  this  did  not  follow,  if  the 
fish  has  been  already  harpooned,  and  still  in  pursuit :    That 
some  weight  and  effect  were  due  to  the  first  harpoon,  and 
some  right  to  the  first  wounder :  That  if  the  wound  is  such 
as  must  force  the  fish  to  seek  the  shore,  or,  as  in  this  case, 
the  harpoon  remains  fast  in  the  fish,  she  belongs  to  the  first 
wounder :  That  this  is  the  modem  rule  of  acquiring  property 
in  fe^'O/e  naturae :  And  though  in  an  early  state  of  society 
the  occupancy  or  actual  apprehension  and  detention  of  a 
wild  animal,  might  appear  necessary  to  constitute  a  claim  of 
property,  yet  when  the  idea  of  property  came  to  be  better 
understood,  a  slighter  connection  was  deemed  sufficient, 
and  property  was  more  considered  an  act  of  the  mind :  i^^  4^  ip'^  ^ 
That  though  a  difference  subsisted  among  the  Roman  law-   §  5,  De>cq. 
yers  upon  the  question :  Whether  the  wounding  of  a  wild   '*'•  ^^"* 
animal  did  not  create  a  latent  property  so  long  as  the  pur- 
suit was  continued  ?    Yet  it  seemed  to  be  agreed  by  later 
authors,  that  it  was  unlawful  for  any  person  to  interfere  with 
another  in  the  pursuit  of  the  animal  that  had  been  once 
wounded,    especially  where  the  wounding  was  attended 
with  the  apprehension  of  the  animal  by  getting  fast  to  it, 
though  afterwards  got  loose,  and  a  wound  which  would  ne- 
cessarily lead  to  its  capture :  That  at  all  events  the  Cale- 
donia's crew  were  barred  from  claiming  the  fish  in  conse- 
quence of  their  promise  of  assistance,  even  supposing  the 
Priscilla's  foreganger  had  been  accidentally  broken  previous 
to  her  being  struck  by  Rob^tson. 

The  Lord  Ordinary,  of  this  date,  found,  "  That  under  all  No?.  13,1792. 
*'  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  whale  libelled  must,  in 
'*  justice,  be  considered  to  have  been  the  property  of  the 
**  owners  of  the  ship  Priscilla ;  and,  in  respect  thereof,  sus- 
**  uiins  the  reasons  of  reduction ;  and  finds  that  the  defend- 
*'  era  must  account  to  the  pursuers  for  the  full  value  of  the 
**  said  whale :  but  in  respect  that  the  parties  have  not  hither- 
**  to  been  heard  upon  the  amount  thereof,  remit  to  enquire 
«•  into  this." 

VOL.  III.  z 
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1794.       On  reclaiming  petition  the  Conrt  adhered.* 
7         Against   these  mterlocutors   the    present   appeal  wii 

ADDISON,  &C.    ,  ,   .  *  «rr 

^^  brought. 

BOW.  Pleaded  for  tlie  Appdlanta. — Upon  all  the  principles  of 

27,17  2.  ^^  ^hich  govern  such  cases,  and  upon  the  usage  and  cat- 
torn  of  the  fishery  in  Greenland  and  Davies  Straits,  the  pro- 
perty of  the  whale  is  the  appellants,  the  owners  of  the  Ca- 
ledonia. Because,  1.  Although  the  Priscilla's  boat  and  crow 
first  struck  the  fish,  and  she  immediately  went  down,  and 
was  below  three  quarters  of.  an  houri  taldng  an  unexpected 
turn  or  direction,  and  rose  at  a  great  distance  from  the  boat 
tliat  struck  her ;  yet,  as  it  was  equally  well  proved,  whea 
she  again  rose  to  the  surface,  nearer  to  the  Caledonia  than 
any  of  the  other  boats,  the  foreganger  of  the  Priscilla's  ha^ 
pQon  was  broken,  and  the  fish  a  loose  fish,  whereupon  the 
Caledonia's  crew  having  struck  into  her,  and  continued  itft 
until  she  was  killed,  the  fish  by  law,  and  by  the  established 
custom  and  usage  of  the  fishery,  was  the  property  of  the 
Caledonia.  Because,  2.  This  being  the  rule  as  to  a  fish 
struck  with  the  harpoon  from  whose  line  she  has  got  loose, 
the  whole  doctrine  as  to  the  first  wounder  of  the  fish  hsmg 
a  right  of  property  in  it  goes  for  nothing ;  because,  3.  It  is 
proved  that  the  line  which  the  Priscilla  had  on  board  of  her 
striking  boat  was  only  four  lines  and  a  half,  while  it  has 
been  proved,  that  when  she  rose,  after  being  under  water, 
she  was  more  than  ten  lines  from  the  boat,  which  at  once 
proves  that  the  fish  was  a  loose  fish,  and  that  the  line  had 
been  cut  by  the  ice  or  the  rocks,  which  is  further  confiimed 
by  the  difficulty  in  hauling  in  the  lines,  it  having  taken  the 


*  Opinions  of  Judges : 

Lord  President  Campbell. — ^  This  is  a  question  about  lb 
property  of  a  whale.  In  my  opinion  the  interlocutor  is  right  He 
general  rule  is,  that  game  belongs  to  the  first  occupant^  beiiig  aih* 
rally  res  nuUius,  But  if  I  once  seize  upon  the  animal,  and  it  Imb 
away  from  me,  and  I  still  oontiiiue  in  pursuit,  I  do  not  theiebj  te 
my  right  as  first  occupant,  so  long  as  there  are  hopes  of  nooimg 
it.  See  title  in  Pandects,  ^^  De  Acquirendo  Berum  Dominio,  lih.  sE 
tit.  I .  There  is  no  custom  proved  which  can  derogate  tnm  this  geo^' 
ral  principle.  The  specialities  are  in  favour  of  the  purenen.  The 
boats  of  the  Priscilla  ^vould  have  taken  the  whale  if  the  Galedoott 
had  never  interfered.  Robertson's  testimony  is  contradicted  in 
particulars  by  the  defender's  own  witnesses/*  ' 

President  Campbeirs  Session  Papers,  vol.  67* 
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crews  of  five  boats  to  do  so,  from  being  entangled  with  the       1794, 
ice  or  rocks  at  the  bottom ;   because,  4.  Thero  is  positive 


evidence  that  the  foreganger  was  seen  broken  before  the  addisoh,  &c. 
Caledonia's  boat  came  up,  so  that  the  fish  could  not  be  fast^  bow. 
as  is  alleged,  at  the  time  its  crew  struck  into  her ;  and  be- 
cause, 5.  As  to  the  promise  of  assistance,  that  was  amply  re- 
deemed, by  its  being  admitted  by  the  Caledonia's  crew 
that  his  first  four  boats  were  sent  out  immediately  upon  ob- 
serving a  signal  of  a  fast  fish  from  the  Friscilla's  boat,  to 
render  assistance  in  killing  her;  but  the  fish  having  rose 
very  near  the  Caledonia,  and  it  appearing  a  loose  fish,  ho 
manned  two  more  boats,  and  harpooned  her  as  a  loose  fish : 
That  his  promise  of  assistance  ceased  the  moment  ho  saw 
the  fish  loose,  as  upon  that  event  a  new  right  arose  to  him, 
and  as  his  promise  never  extended  beyond  assistance  in  kill- 
ing a  fast  fish,  and  not  to  finding  fish  for  the  respondent, 
the  fish  was  the  property  of  the  appellant. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent. — The  appellants  have  failed 
in  proving  that  when  the  Caledonians  boat  camo  up  tho 
whale  was  a  loose  fish  before  she  was  struck  by  Robertson, 
their  harpooner,  a  second  time ;   but  as,  on  the  contrary, 
there  is  the  strongest  possible  reason  to  believe  that  the 
foreganger  of  the  Priscilla's  harpoon  was  cut  designedly  by 
the  Caledonia's  crew,  the  whale  was  the  properly  of  the 
PiJscilla.     Even  supposing  the   foreganger  to  have  been 
broken  by  accident,  and  the  fish  a  loose  fish,  yet  as  it  is 
clearly  proved  the  fish  was  so  wounded  and  disabled  that 
she  might  have  been  killed  by  the  Priscilla's  crew  without 
any  aid  whatever ;  and  as  the  Priscilla's  crew  were  in  pur- 
snit,   it  was  contrary  to  the  principles  of  law,  and   the 
practice  of  the  fishing,  for  the  crew  of  the  Caledonia  to  inter- 
fere, except  for  rendering  assistance.    That  the  promise  in 
particular  bound  them  to  this  course,  and  the  assistance 
being  rendered  after  the  fish  was  struck  by  the  first  harpoon, 
they  were  barred  by  their  covenant  from  taking  advantage, 
even  if  the  fish  was  loose  when  Robertson  came  up. 

After  hearing  counsel, 

'*'  Loan  Thurlow  : 

**  Mt  Lords, 

^'  It  is  a  settled  point,  that  a  whale  being  struck,  and  afterwards 
getting  loose,  is  the  property  of  the  next  striker  who  continues  fast 
till  she  is  killed  ;  and  the  special  circumstances  relied  on  by  the  re- 
spondent, could  not  vary  the  general  rule.    This  was  a  mere  ques- 
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1794.       tion  of  fact,  Whether  the  whale  in  qaestion  was  loose  or  had  got 
—— —    free  from  the  harpoon  of  the  respondent's  ship  when  strode  by  the 


cAMPBBLL,&c.  appellants  ?    Having  gone  carefiilly  orer  the  whole  eyidence,  I  am 
^'     o     quite  free  to  say,  that  the  evidence  of  the  fish  being  loose  at  that 
time  preponderated  over  that  given  on  the  part  of  the  respondent ; 
and  dierefore  I  move  to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion, and  aflkm  that  of  the  Judge  Admiral." 

The  Lord  Chancellor  concurred  with  Lord  Thulow  in  fliis 
judgment. 

It  was  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocators  be  re- 
versed;  and  that  the  reasons  of  reduction  of  the  sen- 
tence of  the  Judge  Admiral  be  repelled. 

For  Appellants,  F.  Erskine^  W.  Grant. 
For  Respondent,  Sir  J,  Scotti  J,  Anstruther. 

Note. — This  appears  to  be  the  case  noticed  by  Professor  BeB, 
and  in  Ivory's  Erskine  (note),  under  the  name  of  Rose,  24th  Nov. 
1702.  Vide  Ersk.  b.  ii.  tit.  1,  §  11,  tfote.  Bell's  Pr.  §  1289,  and 
lUus.  vol.  i.  p.  374. 


John  Campbell  and  Another,  Underwriters,    AppeUanU; 
Francis  Russell  and  Co.,  Saltcoats,  Respondentia 

Honse  of  Lords,  4th  March  1794. 

Imsuraiycb — Concealment — Deviation. — Held,  where  a  vend 
was  insured  on  her  voyage  home  irom  a  foreign  port,  that  the 
concealment  of  tt?o  letters  of  advice,  which  represented  the 
to  be  unseaworthy,  and  weakly  manned,  and  that  she  had 
boarded  in  a  sinking  state,  were  facts  material  to  the  risk,  aid 
not  having  been  communicated,  the  policy  was  voided.  AJso^ 
that  the  delay  of  the  vessel  at  Elsinore  and  Stromness  amoanted 
to  deviation. 

The  brigantine  Russel,  belonging  to  the  respondents,  be- 
ing then  at  Stockholm,  and  loading  iron  there  for  Dnblio, 
the  captain  wrote  home  of  his  being  clear  and  ready  for  aea ; 
and  in  another  letter  to  the  same  effect,  without  making  soy  ait 
lusion  to  insurance.  Afterproceedingtoseai  theyessel  enooan- 
tered  a  storm,  and  put  into  Airtholm,  pear  Elsinewv  in  m 
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sinking  state.     She  had  been  seen  at  sea  bj  captain  Slater       1794. 
bonnd  for  Elsineur,  who,  on  arriving  there,  reported  her,  upon 


which  Mr.  Scott  wrote  a  letter  to  the  respondents,  stating,  caiipbkll,&c. 
tbatcaptain  Slater,  on  boardings  found  the  vessel  sinkings  the  j^ugg^i,  &e. 
crew  exhausted  with  fatigue,  working  at  the  pumps,  and 
that  she  was  weakly  manned,  two  of  her  men  having  left  her 
at  Stockholm.  This  letter,  together  with  two  others  from 
the  captain,  were  concealed  from  the  underwriters,  to  whom 
the  respondents  applied  to  effect  an  insurance  on  the  ves- 
sel for  £700.  Two  of  the  letters  from  the  captain  mere- 
Ij  referred  to  the  sinking  state  of  the  vessel — to  his  narrow 
escape,  and  to  his  making  preparation  to  repair  her,  and 
again  proceed  to  sea.  He  advised  insurance,  if  it  could  be 
got,  but  seemed  to  doubt  it.  His  last  letter,  dated  30th 
September,  from  Airtholm,  stated  that  she  would  be  clear 
for  sea  in  fourteen  days,  and  again  advised  insurance.  The 
follomng  was  the  respondents'  order  for  insurance  : 

"  Saltcoats^  26th  Sept.  1789. 

*'  Mr.  Hugh  Brown, 

'«  Sir,— When  at  Greenock,  you  will  please  get  £700  ster- 
*'  ling  insured  on  the  brigantine  Bussel,  captain  Eirkwood, 
"  valuing  the  vessel  at  £800 ;  the  vessel  having  sprung  a 
"leak  in  a  gale  of  wind,  has  put  in  there  to  get  the 
"  leak  stopped,  and  is  to  heave  the  vessel  down,  having  dis<* 
"  charged  his  cargo  by  his  letters  to  us,  dated  30th  ult.,  and 
''  expects  to  be  clear  for  sea  in  fourteen  days.  We  expect 
**  you'll  get  her  insured  at  the  comfnon  premium,  at  and 
"  from  Aiitholm  to  Dublin. — We  are, 

"  Francis  Russell  &  Co." 

The  vessel  was  insured  accordingly.  In  the  course  of  the 
voyage  she  put  into  Elsineur,  to  get  more  men  and  provi^ 
sions.  She  left  that,  and  put  into  Stromness,  from  which 
advices  were  received ;  but  on  her  voyage  from  thence  to 
Dublin  she  was  lost  on  7th  September. 

Action  being  raised  for  the  sum  in  the  policy  before  the 
Judge  Admiral ;  and  decree  being  obtained  therein  on  the 
9th  July  and  13th  September  1790,  this  decree  was  brought 
under  the  review  of  the  Court  of  Session  by  suspension. 

In  the  letters  alluded  to  from  the  captain  were  the  follow*- 
ing  passages :  23d  Sept.  "  I  determine  to  leave  20  tons  of 

iron  behind  us  at  Elsineur,  for  fear  of  being  wintered  on 

the  coast  of  Norway,  which  will  attend  to  a  great  expense. 


u 
u 
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1794.       «  If  jou  could  cover  the  yessel  from  Stockholm  would  bo 

"  better."    24th  Sept.  he  writes^  **  But  I  hope  you  have  in- 

^^"'^"v."^'      "  shurred  her.     If  not,  I  hop  you'll  endeavour  to  do  ao."— 

BUS8BLL,  &c»  «  I  think  there  ia  no  riak  of  getting  the  veaael  enahurred,  as 

you  have  advice  from  Stockholm,  but  that  I  leave  to  jonr 
judgment."    30th  Sept.  "  I  wrote  you  on  our  arrival  here, 
and  likewise  3  letters  from  Stockholm,  which  I  hop  joa 
**  have  enahurred  the  vessel  from  Stockholm." 

From  these  expressions  the  appellants  contended  that  it 
was  Eirkwood's  intention  to  make  a  fraudulent  insuraaee, 
and  their  concealment,  therefore,  was  material — that  had 
they  known  that  the  captain  was  so  devoid  of  honest  prind- 
pies  as  to  insure  a  vessel  after  a  loss  had  been  sustained, 
they  would  not  have  underwritten  the  policy,  and  this  &et 
being  material  fo  the  risk,  and  being  concealed  from  them, 
voided  the  policy.    The  intention  too,  of  leaving  part  of  her 
cargo  behind,  proved  beyond  doubt  that  the  Tessel  was 
either  overloaded,  or  so  disabled  as  to  be  unfit  to  bring  it 
home.     That  the  leaving  it  there  would  occasion  a  delay  o( 
the  vessel,  and  every  delay  of  the  vessel  proceeding  on  her 
voyage,  occasions  additional  risk.     She  was  to  be  ready  for 
sea  in  14  days,  according  to  the  last  advice,  whereas  she 
was  not  clear  for  sea  for  10  days  longer ; — another  cause  of 
delay  stated  in  the  letter  of  30th  was,  that  she  *'  was  in 
^^  danger  of  being  stopped  till  the  expense  of  repairs  were 
"  paid  up."  And  yet  the  letter  containing  all  these  facts,  ma- 
terial to  the  risk,  was  concealed.    2.  But  Mr.  Brown's  letter, 
written  by  Mr.  Scott  for  him  from  Eisincur,  apprising  of 
captain  Slater  having  made  up  with  the  Russel  at  sea,  and  of 
having  boarded  her  in  a  sinking  state,  and  also  that  partwhich 
acquainted  him  with  the  fact  of  her  being  weakly  manned, 
two  of  her  crew  having  left  her  at  Stockholm,  w^e  aip- 
pressed.     Before  she  sailed  from  Airtholm  on  the  voyi^ 
insured,  another  of  her  men  fell  sick,  and  she  proceeded 
from  that  place,  and  on  the  voyage  insured,  with  only  one 
man  to  .supply  the  place  of  these  three ;   and,  3.   That 
there  was  deviation  from  her  voyage.      That  instead  of 
having  proceeded  direct  to  Dublin,  she  put  into  Elsinear, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  additional  seamen  to  navi- 
gate the  vessel,  and  other  necessaries,  and  remained  there 
36  hours.     Therefore,  on  throe  grounds,  1st.  On  eoooeal- 
nient;  2d.  Of  the  vessel  being  improperly  manned  and  no- 
seaworthy  ;  and,  3d.  Deviation, — the  policy  was  void. 
Dec.  15,1700.      The  Lord  Ordinary  (Lord  Justice  Clerk),  of  this  datc> 
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suspended  the  letters  simpliciter;  and|  on  representations       1794. 
against  this  interlocutor,  bis  Lordship  adhered  :    Of  these 


dates  respectively.   But,  on  reclaiming  petition  to  the  Court,  casipbkll,&c. 
these  interlocutors  were  altered,  and  the  suspenders  found  bussbll,  &c. 
*^  liable  in  payment  to  the  pursuers  of  the  sums  annexed  to  ^^^  24,1790. 
^  their  respectiye  names  in  the  policy  of  insurance  founded  ^^'^7  1792 
"  on,  with  interest."* 

And,  on  reclaiming  petition,  the  Lords  adhered.  jone  5, 1792. 

Against  these  interlocutors    the    present   appeal    was 
brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants. — Fair  dealing  and  representa- 
tion, and  full  disclosure  of  every  circumstance  material  to 
{he  risk,  are  inseparable  and   essential  conditions  of  the 
contract  of  insurance.    The  underwriters  therefore  ought  to 
be  made  acquainted  with  every  circumstance  known  to  the 
party  proposing  the  insurance,  so  as  to  enable  them  to  judge 
fairly  of  the  proposal,  and  to  say  whether  they  will  insure  or 
not :  Instead  of  this,  the  letter  or  order  of  insurance  above 
quoted,  was  all  the  information,  and  every  other  circum- 
stance was  concealed.     1.  The  letters  of  the  captain ;  2. 
The  letter  of  Mr.  Scott ;  3.  The  fraudulent  designs  of  the 
shipmaster,  who  was  likewise  a  part  owner  of  the  vessel;  4. 
The  vessel  being  weakly  manned;  5.  Overloaded,  or  disabled 
firom  taking  her  cargo;   and,  6.  Delay  on  proceeding  on 
her  voyage,  so  as  to  increase  the  risk.    That  when  she  sail- 
ed {rem  Airtholm  on  the  voyage  insured,  she  was  defective 
in  crew,  and  in  want  of  necessaries,  contrary  to  the  implied 
warranty  in  all  such  contracts.     These  facts  are  proved  be- 
yond doubt.     And  that,  instead  of  proceeding  direct  on  her 
voyage,  she  deviated  therefrom,  and  went  into  Elsineur. 
That,  besides  this  being  a  deviation,  it  establishjsd  also  that 
she  had  proceeded  on  the.  voyage  without  being  properly 
maimed  or  provisioned,  because  the  captain  went  in  there  for 
the  pnrp6se  of  getting  more  men  and  necessaries  for  the  voy- 
age.   These  circumstances  are  sufficient  to  void  the  policy. 

*  Opinions  of  Judges : 

Lord  President  Campbell. — ^  1.  No  material  concealment. 
The  insarance  was  de  facto  made  in  a  proper  manner  frbm  Airt* 
holm.  Mere  intention  to  do  wrong  not  sufficient  even  if  the  insur- 
ed themselves  had  so  intended.  2.  Clear  evidence  that  she  was 
sufficiently  manned  upon  the  voyage  insured.  3.  The  circumstances 
of  the  alleged  deviation  not  explained.  Stromness  is  in  the  direct 
conrae.'* 

President  Campbell's  Session  Papers,  No.  65. 
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1794.  Pleaded  for  tlie  Respondents, — The  whole  circnmBtanees 

'"  embraced  in  the  letters  upon  which  the  appellants  found 

cAMPBELL,&c.  ^j^^jj.  charge  of  concealment  refer  evidentlj  not  to  the  Toy- 
RussELL,  &c.  age  insured,  but  to  the  state  of  the  vessel  on  her  paasage 
from  Stockholm  to  Airtbolm.  The  leakage,  and  the  loss  of 
two  of  her  crew^  referred  to  this  part  of  the  voyage;  but  it 
is  not  thence  to  be  inferred  that  these  facts  were  mateiial 
circumstances  to  the  voyage  to  be  insured  from  Airtholm  to 
Dublin.  On  the  contrary,  it  was  to  be  presumed,  that  when 
repaired,  she  would  proceed  on  her  voyage,  with  the  proper 
complement  of  men  from  that  place ;  but,  supposing  the 
facts  in  these  letters  were  really  material  to  the  risk,  and 
therefore  believed  to  be  known  by  the  underwriters;  then  it  jb 
incontestible  that  all  the  facts  in  these  letters  necessary  to 
be  disclosed,  were  communicated  in  the  order  for  insurance. 
In  that  order,  they  refer  to  the  captain's  last  letter,  30th  Sept^ 
the  leakage,  the  discharge  of  the  cargo  for  repairs,  and  that 
she  could  be  ready  for  sea  in  fourteen  days.  The  part  of 
the  letter  not  disclosed,  namely,  leaving  part  of  her  cargo, 
was  a  circumstance  favourable  for  the  underwriters,  and  not 
material  for  the  risk.  And  again,  as  to  her  not  being  soi- 
cicntly  manned  when  she  sailed  from  Airtholm  to  filsinenr. 
it  is  proved  beyond  doubt  that  she  had  eight  able  seamen 
on  hoard,  and  from  Elsineur,  to  the  place  where  she  was 
wrecked,  she  had  nine,  which  was  more  than  sufficient  for  a 
ship  of  her  burden.  What  has  been  called  a  deviation  from 
the  voyage  by  calling  at  Elsineur,  was  no  more  than  a  neces- 
sary and  indispensable  duty,  namely,  to  pay  the  duties.  It 
was  quite  involuntary  on  his  part,  and  by  it  the  ship  was  not 
detained  thirty-six  hours  on  her  voyage. 

After  hearing  Counsel, 

Lord  Thurlow  said: 

*'  My  Lords, 

^'  With  respect  to  the  concealment,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  let- 
ters in  the  possession  of  the  respondents,  stated  the  leak  to  be  a 
much  more  serious  damage  to  the  vessel  than  the  order  for  insurance 
had  communicated.  From  these  letters,  there  could  be  no  doubt  that 
the  vessel  was  overloaded,  and  insufficiently  manned,  all  which,  iroe 
material  circumstances  in  the  risk,  and  ought  to  hare  been  omiBia- 
nicated  to  the  underwriters.  I  also  think  the  delay  at  £lisineiir 
and  at  Stromnesg,  amounted  to  a  deviation.  Therefore,  I  move  dot 
the  interlocutor  of  the  Court  of  Session  be  reversed,  and  dial  of  i» 
Lord  Ord  naiy  affirmed." 


J 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.         846 

It  was  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutor  com-       1^^* 
plained  of  be  reversed.    And  it  is  further  ordered  that  . 

the  interlocutors  of  Lord  Justice  Clerk,  Ordinary  there,         ^^ 
of  the  15th  and  24th  Dec.  1790,  and  11th  March  1791     stuabt. 
be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  Wm.  Adam^  John  Clerk. 

For  Respondents^  W.  Grants  Wm.  Tait. 

NoTE.«>Unreported  in  Court  of  Session. 


[M.  Il58  et  1236.] 

Messrs.  Newnham,  Etbrett  &  Co.,     .    .    Appellants ; 

David  Stuart,  Esq.,  Trustee  on  James  )    „     _. ,    . 
Stein's  Estate,  }  Respondents. 

House  of  Lords,  26th  March  1791.* 
House  of  Lords,  lOth  March,  1794. 

Hbritablb  SsoxniiTT — Act  1696^  c.  5 — Iivdefinitb  SEctrsnT. — 
In  iihe  first  appeal  in  this  cause :  Held,  that  an  heritable  seen- 
rit7,grantedforfutureadyances,  wasof  no  forcefor  sums.advanced 
subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  infeftment.  This  security  for  a  cash 
credit,  consisted  of  an  assignation  and  conveyanoe  to  a  former 
heritable  security  for  the  sum  of  £12,000,  but  the  estate  rested 
by  that  security  was  assigned  indefinitely,  without  any  mention 
being  made  of  the  extent  of  the  cash  credit,  in  security  of  which 
it  was  so  conveyed  :  Held  in  the  second  appeal,  that  the  secu- 
rity was  of  no  force  or  effect  even  for  the  adrances  made  be- 
fore the  infeftmenf,  in  consequence  of  its  being  a  security  for 
an  indefinite  amount. 

James  Stein  stood  infeft  in  an  annualrent  of  £600,  levi- 
able out  of  the  lands  of  Eincaple,  and  on  that  estate  itself, 
for  security  of  a  principal  sum  of  £12,000,  due  by  virtue  of 
an  heritable  bond,  granted  by  Robert  Stein  of  Eincaple. 

James  Stein  being  concerned  in  the  firm  of  Buchanan 
and  Co.,  merchants  in  Elincardine,  applied  to  the  appellants, 
bankers  in  London,  for  a  credit  to  the  extent  of  £12,000. 
This  was  agreed  to,  on  condition  of  obtaining  a  conveyance 
of  the  Eincaple  security,  which  was  done  accordingly.  But,  jan  7, 1788. 
in  the  conveyance,  there  was  no  definite  sum  mentioned,  for 

*The  first  appeal  in  this  cause,  is  reported  here,  along  with 
the  appeal  which  followed,  after  coming  back  from  the  House  of 
Lords. 
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1794.       which  the  security  was  so  conveyed,  bat  it  stated  that  it  bad 
been  agreed,  on  granting  the  same,  that  the  ccHnpany  in 


ir«wifHAM,&e.  ^hich  Mr.  Stein  was  concerned,  should  have  a  credit,  or 
8TUABT.     account  current,  to  be  kept  in  the  appellants'  banL 

i;;^  ^4th  Feb.  On  this  the  appellants  were  infeft  on  4th  Feb.  The  ap- 
pellants had  advanced  considerable  sums  before  taldngin- 
feftment,  and  sometime  thereafiber  a  sum  was  drawn  from 
this  account  amounting  to  £16,253. 

Mr.  James  Stein  became  bankrupt,  whereupon  the  re- 
spondent, his  trustee,  raised  a  reduction  of  the  above  seeii- 
rity  and  infeftment,  upon  the  ground,  inter  alia^  That  it  wu 
a  security  for  debt  to  be  e&ntracted^  which  was  struck  at  by 
the  act  of  Parliament  1696,  c.  5,  and  made  it  of  no  force 
for  advances  or  debt  contracted  after  the  date  of  the  sasine. 
In  answer,  it  was  admitted  by  the  respondent,  that  the  aeeti- 
rity  must  stand  for  such  sums  as  were  advanced  before  the 

Jan.  24, 1789.  date  of  the  infeftment,  but  not  for  those  sums  advanced  sub- 
sequent thereto.  The  Court  of  Session  reduced  the  con- 
veyance, in  respect  *'  that  the  infeftment  for  security  of 
**  Newnham  and  Co.,  cannot  avail  them  for  any  sums  paid, 
**  or  obligations  undertaken  by  them  posterior  to  the  4th 
'*  Feb.  1788,  and  appoints  the  defenders  to  give  in  a  state 
*<  of  all  sums  paid,  or  obligations  undertaken  by  them,  pio- 
*^  vious  to  the  said  date."  On  representation,  the  Lord 
Ordinary  adhered,  16th  June  1789 ;  and,  on  reclaiming  peti- 
tion to  the  whole  Lords,  the  Court  adhered  ;*  and  on  ap- 

Nov.H,  1789.  P^  ^  ^^  House  of  Lords,  their  Lordships  affirmed.  (25d 
March  179  \). 


*  Lord  Prb8II>ent  Campbell  said : — <*  The  evil  meant  to  Be 
remedied  by  the  clause  of  the  act  1696,  which  relates  to  secoiitiei 
for  future  debts,  was  the  granting  of  securities  without  value  actuaDy 
existing  at  the  time,  but  upon  the  expectation  or  chance  of  value  to 
exist  afterwards.  This  had  sometimes  been  practised,  and  had 
always  been  liable  to  be  used  as  a  cover  for  fraud,  by  enabling  tbe 
common  debtor  to  deceive  fair  creditors,  and  collude  with  confiden- 
tial friends,  by  excluding  some,  and  assuming  others,  and  so  xankiDg 
and  preferring  them  at  pleasure. 

**  The  words  of  the  statute  are  clear  and  explicit.  There  is  ao 
evidence  that  it  was  occasioned  by  the  case  of  Langton,  (Ko.  146,  p. 
1054,  Diet),  as  has  been  supposed.  In  that  case,  the  debt  mat  is* 
definite  as  well  as  future.  However,  the  enactment  is  certain] j  not 
confined  to  that  particular  case.  It  is  broad  and  general,  and  it 
marks  the  futurity  as  the  prominent  criterion. 

*'  The  circumstance  of  a  deed  being  indefinite  as  to  the  smn,  ii 
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On  tbe  caso  coming  back  to  the  Court  of  Session,  the       1794, 
respondent  moved  a  new  ground  of  objection  to  tbe  deed. 


even  as  to  those  advances  made  prior  to  'the  infeftmenif  '^»^«h^«  ^• 
which  was  this,  that  the  conveyance  and  assignation  was     stua'et.    4 

not  at  all  mentioned  in  the  act.     Perhaps  it  was  thought  there  was  I4  Nov.  1789* 
the  less  reason  to  provide  a  remedy  for  that  case,  as  an  uncertain 
and  unknown  encumbrance  could  not  be  sustained  even  at  common 
law,  being  inconsistent  with  feudal  principles,  and  with  the  security 
of  the  records.    This,  however,  was  for  sometime  a  disputed  point, 
as  appears  from  a  case  in  July  1730.    Creditors  of  Crawford,  ob-  Ut  Feb.  1793. 
served  by  Kaimes  in  his  Dictionary,  vol.  2,  p.  67i  (see  Personal  and 
Real),  where  his  Lordship  mentions  that  it  was  debated,  but  not  de- 
termined, whether  clauses  burdening  the  subject  disponed  with  the 
gnmter^s  debts  in  general,  without  mentioning  any  particular  debt, 
rendered  these  debts  real  or  not.    '*  But  thereafter,  it  having  been 
<«  found,  in  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  that  such  general  clauses 
"  create  no  real  burden,  the  Lords  ever  since  have  been  in  use  to 
'<  detennine  according  to  the  judgment  of  the  Higher  Court."    The 
cases  here  alluded  to  by  Lord  Kaimes,  are  discovered  ikom  b.  ii. 
tit  3,  §  50  of  Erskine,  where  the  following  passage  appears :— »^«  A 
^  dause  charging  the  lands  contained  in  the  grant,  with  the  dis- 
'<  poaer^s  debts,  in  general  terms,  widiout  mentioning  the  names  of 
tiie  creditors)  was,  by  repeated  dedsions  in  the  cases  of  the  credi- 
tors of  Lovat,  Coxton,  and  Kersland,  (see  Personal  and  Real), 
"  adjudged  to  constitute  a  real  burden  on  the  lands  disponed  in  con- 
*'  sequence  of  the  right  competent  to  all  proprietors,  of  disposing  of 
*^  their  property  under  such  condition  and  limitations  as  they  lAall 
*'  judge  proper.    But  tno  of  those  judgments  having  been  reversed 
"  in  the  House  of  Lords,  the  Court  of  Session  did,  in  July  1734, 
'*  Creditors  of  M'Lellan,  (see  Personal  and  Real),  and  by  several 
^  later  dedsions,  alter  their  former  rule,  upon  this  principle,  that  no 
"  perpetual  unknown  encumbrance  ought  to  be  created  on  land ; 
^  beoose,  the  purchaser  cannot,  by  tiie  strictest  inquiry,  know  who 
<*  the  crecBtors  in  that  burden  are,  so  as  by  a  proper  process  to  force 
**  the  production  of  their  grounds  of  debt,  in  order  to  dear  them  off.** 
The  Act  1696,  then,  was  made  not  for  cases  of  uncertainty,  but 
for  cases  of  futurity ;  and  as  to  thb  last,  it  could  make  no  difference 
vrith  regard  to  the  prindple  of  the  act,  and  the  possible  mischief 
meant  to  be  provided  against,  whether  the  precise  sum  which  was  to 
be  the  ne  plus  uUra  of  the  contraction,  was  fixed  or  not.    Suppose, 
for  instance,  a  man  has  an  estate  worth  £20,000,  and  this  is  the 
extent  of  his  whole  fortune,  although  he  spedfy  this  sum  in  a  deed, 
there  is  as  much  room  for  abuse,  as  if  no  sum  had  been  named.     He 
might  have  named  £100,000;  but  ought  this  to  be  considered  in  the 
light  of  a  definite  obligation  ? 

*'  It  is  not  necessary  to  subsume  fraud.    The  sole  question  under 
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1794.       inept,  and  good  for  no  part  of  the  sum,  in  respect  that  it 
-  was  granted  for  an  indefinite  and  uncertain  sum.    It  wag 

KBWKHAM,&c.  answorod,  that  this  was  an  assignation  to  a  secarity  in  which 
STUABT.      the  sum  was  definite,  and  not  a  security  granted  for  an  m- 
definite  sum  on  a  land  estate. 
Feb.  1, 1794.      On  report  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  the  Court  found,  "The 
''  con?eyance  granted  by  James  Stein  of  the  heritable  bond 
'*  granted  by  Robert  Stein  to  him  over  the  lands  of  Kio- 
"  caple  was  an  indefinite  security,  and  therefore  cannot  be 
"  sustained  so  as  to  create  a  preference  to  Messrs.  Newnham, 
*^  Everett*  and  Co.,  in  a  question  with  the  other  creditorB  of 
**  James  Stein,  and  therefore  reduce,  decern,  and  declare."* 
Against  this  interlocutor  an  appeal  was  brought^ 


the  act  is,  Whether  the  securiQr  infer  a  debt  already  existmg,  or 
a  debt  to  be  contracted  ?  The  case  of  Dempster  against  Kinlodi, 
(Bern.  Dec,  vol.  2,  p.  283 ;  voce  Right  in  Security),  which  has  been 
mentioned,  was  attended  with  great  difficulty,  on  account  of  the  ob- 
ligation which  Dempster  had  undertaken  to  advance  the  balance  at 
any  time,  upon  requisition  of  forty  days.  Lord  Elchies  argued  with 
some  force,  that  this  was  equal  to  an  actual  advance ;  bat  Lori 
Amiston  and  other  judges  obserred,  that  the  other  party  was  not 
bound;  therefore  no  debt  was  actually  contmcted.  The  present  ease 
is  attended  with  much  less  difficulty.  Neither  party  is  bound.  Fer 
a  cash  credit  may  be  withdrawn  at  any  time. 

^'  In  the  case  of  Neblie,  No.  211,  p.  1154,  there  was  an  absoiote 
conreyance,  and  it  was  thought  the  receiver  could  not  be  bound  to 
denude,  till  completely  indemnified.  The  case  of  Bank  of  Engisnd 
v.  Bank  of  Scotland,;  1st  March,  1781,  Fac.  Coll.,  No.  41,  p.  7^ 
(voce  Right  in  Security),  was  more  applicable.  The  case  of  Pick- 
ering, No.  212,  p.  1155,  is  in  point 

*'  There  b  a  peculiarity  in  the  present  case.  The  security  to  Newn- 
ham, Everett,  and  Co.,  is  indisputably  indefinite.  The  original 
security  of  Robert  Stein  to  James,  was  indeed  definite ;  it  was  ibr 
£12,000.  But  the  estate  vested  by  that  security  in  James,  was  hf 
him  conveyed  indefinitely,  without  any  mention  of  the  extent  of  the 
cash  credit 

*'  It  appears,  in  &ct,  £16,000  has  been  advanced.  Newnham,  Efe* 
rett,  and  Co.,  therefore,  if  the  security  be  good,  must  rank  fer 
£16,000,  to  the  effect  of  drawing  in  proportion  to  that  sum,  and  not 
in  proportion  to  £12,000.  This  must  form  an  insuperable  objectioo 
to  the  security." 

Inierlocutor  \st  February^  1794. 

*  Lord  President  Campbell. — '<  The  sum  is  indefinite ;  see  aote 
on  former  case,  14th  Nov.  1789.     The  alignment  in  p.  IQ,  te 
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PUadedfar  the  AppeUatUs.—l.  The  act  1696,  which  has  1794. 
express  relation  to  Hecurities  for  indefinite  sams»  does  not  -»— — 
strike  against  snch  securities,  in  so  far  as  granted  for  snms  ^^^^^^  - 
advanced  before  the  date  of  infeftment;  but  as  to  **  debts  stuast.  j 
*'  to  be  contracted  after  the  sasine  or  infeftment  following 
«on  the  said  disposition  or  right,  without  prejudice  to 
''the  said  disposition  or  right  as  to  other  debts  as  ac- 
^  cords.''  The  plain  inference  and  meaning  of  the  latter 
daose  is,  that»  as  to  debts  contracted  before  the*date  of  snch 
sasine  or  infeftment,  the  security  will  be  unquestionablj 
and  perfectly  good ;  otherwise,  the  reason  for  fixing  on  the 
date  of  the  sasine,  and  declaring  all  inept  after  it,  but  with- 
out prejudice  to  all  contracted  before  it,  would  have  no  in- 
teUigible  meaning  whatever.  2.  If  good  to  this  extent,  it 
most  be  good  in  all  eyents  and  circumstances,  and  whether 
the  sum  for  which  it  was  granted  be  definite  or  indefinite. 
Bat  really  and  truly  the  objections  to  it  as  an  indefinite  se- 
curity, does  not  apply,  because  the  act  as  interpreted  by  the 
decisions  of  your  Lordships,  refers  to  indefinite  securities,  as 
burdens  or  charges  on  land;  but  this  is  not  the  case  of  a  bur- 
den or  charge  on  the  property,  when  the  possession  is  in  one 
person,  and  the  demand  or  alleged  lien  in  another ;  but  the 
present  is  a  total  conveyance  of  the  property  or  subject  in- 
tended to  be  the  security,  and  a  complete  change  of  the 
possession,  though  under  reyersion.  It  therefore  humbly 
•appears,  that  though  an  indefinite  burden  cannot  be  created 
on  landed  estate,  in  form  of  an  heritable  bond,  or  the  like, 
yet  it  does  not  follow  that  an  heritable  bond  or  security, 
with  which  an  estate  stands  already  burdened  to  a  certain 
precise  extent,  may  be  conyeyed  and  assigned  in  security 
of  sums  to  be  contracted  to  an  indefinite  extent. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent, — The  difference  between 
heritable  and  personal  estate  in  the  question  at  issue,  is 
obyious,  and  founded  on  the  soundest  expediency  and  policy. 
The  legislature,  for  the  security  of  landed  estates,  on  the  one 
hand,  and  to  preyent  frauds  on  the  public,  on  the  other,  has 
declared  that  no  heritable  securities  for  future  debts  should 
be  effectuaL  This  was  done  by  the  act  1696,  which  declares 
all  such  debts  ineffectual  after  infeftment.    The  appointment 

yery  ingenious,  (namely,  that  it  was  an  assignation  only  to  a  secu- 
rity in  which  the  sum  was  definite),  but  I  doubt  if  it  be  solid." 

Lord  Justice  Clerk. — *'  I  cannot  distinguish  between  a  land 
estate  and  an  heritable  bond.  Impignoration  of  moveables  is  diffe- 
rent, for  the  moreables  are  in  the  creditor's  possession.'* 
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1794.      of  the  pablic  registers  would  be  no  security  if  such  infefU 
— ^*—    ments  were  good,  because  it  would  be  impossible  to  faiow 
KBiTH      the  extent  of  such  burdens  from  the  records.    The  secoritjr 
J0VBE9  &c,  ^ore  granted  being  therefore  indefinite,  can  have  no  eflbd 
whatever  as  a  preference.    2d.  The  distinction  taken  be- 
tween burdening  landed  property,  with  an  indefinite  secimtjr, 
and  conveying  in  security  an  heritable  bond,  which  aheady 
,    burdens  a  land  estate  with  a  dsftnite  sum,  is  a  mere  piece 
of  ingenious  refinement.     An  heritable  bond  is  heritable 
property,  and,  in  the  true  sense  of  the  terra,  an  heritabk 
subject ;  so  that  argument  on  this  part  of  the  case  comes  to 
nothing ;  and  the  appeal  therefore  falls  to  be  dismissed. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained 
of  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  B.  Blair,  W.  Grant. 
[    For  Respondent,  Bob,  Dundaa,  Jaa.  BoswelL 


[M.  2136.] 

Wm.  Keith,  Accomptant  in  Edinburgh,  Trus-)    a      n^ . 
tee  on  Sir  Bobert  Maxwell's  estate,  )     ^^ 

Sir  Wm.  Forbbs,  Bart.,  Jas.  Hunter  &  Co.      Bespondatta. 

House  of  Lords,  11th  June  1794. 

Bakbhici — CAUTioifBR — BELIEF — CoRRBi  DEBBNni. — ^Thi^psfties 
became  bound,  conjunctly  and  seyeially,  in  a  personal  bond  for  iut 
som  of  £10,000,  borrowed  for  the  use  of  one  of  them :  the  oAff 
two  being  mere  sureties,  and  haying  bonds  of  relief  granted.  Tbe 
principal  became  bankrupt,  and  nothing  could  be  deriTed  ham  hk 
estate.  One  of  the  sureties  also  became  insolyenty  and  the  o&er 
being  obliged  to  pay  the  whole  debt.  Held  that  the  latter  was  ea- 
titled  to  rank  on  his  co-surety's  estate  for  the  whole  debt  paid  bf 
him,  to  the  effect  of  recovering  the  one  half  due  by  him.  Beven* 
ed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  held  that  he  was  only  entitled  to 
rank  for  the  one  half  of  the  debt,  each  of  them  haying  been  in- 
debted as  principal  for  a  moiety  thereof;  and  as  surety  for  the 
other  moiety. 

Sir  Robert  Maxwell  of  Orchard towp,  Bart.,  Patrick  He- 
ron of  Heron,  Esq.,  and  Bobert  Maxwell  of  Cargen,  £^q^ 
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had  occasion  to  borrow  money  upon  personal  bond,  to  the       1794. 

extent  of  £10,000.    Sir  Robert  Maxwell  and  Mr.  Heron    

were  mere  secnrities  for  Robert  Maxwell  of  Cargen  in  this  kbith 
transaction ;  but  were  taken  bound,  conjunctly  and  seTeral-  vobbbaI  &c. 
Ij,  as  principal  obligants,  the  latter  granting  bonds  of  reUef 
to  them.  Mr.  Maxwell  of  Cargen  became  bankrupt:  his 
estate  paid  nothing  over  paying  preferable  creditors  secured 
thereon.  Sir  Robert  Maxwell's  affairs  also  became  insol- 
yent,  and  he  executed  a  trust  deed  to  the  appellant  Keith, 
for  behoof  of  his  creditors.  The  credit  and  stability  of  Mr. 
Heron  was  also  shaken,  but  his  friends,  the  respondents. 
Sir  William  Forbes  &  Co.,  interposed  on  his  behalf;  came 
forward,  and  paid  for  him  the  debt,  they  getting  an  assignar- 
tion  to  the  same  from  the  creditors.  The  sum  paid  was 
£6479. 12s.  8d, 

The  estate  of  Sir  Robert  Maxwell  was  sold  by  Mr.  Keith, 
his  trustee,  for  behoof  of  the  creditors,  and  Sir  Wm,  Forbes 
&  Co.  ranked  on  the  funds  of  this  estate  for  the  whole  debt, 
to  the  effect  of  recoyering  one  half  of  the  amount  payable 
bj  Sir  Robert  Maxwell  as  a  co-surety.  Mr.  Keith  refused 
to  rank  for  the  whole,  but  only  for  the  half;  and  thereupon 
action  was  brought  against  him.  It  was  maintained  by  the 
trustee,  Mr.  Keith,  that  Sir  Wm«  Forbes  &  Co.  were  no  bet- 
ter than  trustees  for  Mr.  Heron,  and  that  Mr.  Heron  being, 
together  with  Sir  Robert  MaxweU,  merely  sureties  for  Mr. 
Maxwell  of  Cargen,  each  could  only  have  relief  against  the 
other  to  the  extent  of  one  half  of  the  debt,  which  either 
might  pay  as  surety  for  Mr.  Maxwell, — that  all  therefore 
that  was  due  from  Sir  Robert  to  Mr.  Heron,  was  one  haK  of 
the  original  debt,  in  respect  of  his  paying  the  whole,  the 
other  half  haying  been  extinguished  by  Mr.  Heron,  the 
other  co-obligant,  for  his  own  account,  and  for  which  he  has 
no  relief  against  him,  and  no  right  eyen  to  rank  upon  it  to 
the  effect  of  entitling  him  to  recoyer  full  payment  of  his 
debt.  For  the  pursuers  (respondents)  it  was  maintained ; 
— ^that  they  came  in  the  right  of  creditors,  and  were  entitl- 
ed to  all  the  privileges  of  duch.  That  they  were  by  law  en- 
titled to  come  against  either  of  the  co-obligants  bound  con- 
junctly and  seyerally,  or  either  of  their  estates,  and  to  exact 
payment  of  the  full  debt.  And  if  all  or  any  of  the  obligants 
become  bankrupt,  they  may  insist  to  be  ranked  in  solidum 
upon  any  of  their  bankrupt  estates,  or  upon  all  of  them, 
under  condition  always  of  not  drawing  more  than  full  pay- 
ment of  their  debt.    Accordingly,  though  law  coucedes  this 
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1794.       right  to  a  creditor,  yet  it  does  not  overlook  the  interests  of 
'    co-obligants,  or  affect  the  refief  inter  se^  because,  although 

W81TH  Que  co-obligant  pay  the  whole  debt,  and  in  yirtne  of  his  as* 
FOABBs,  &o.  signation  from  the  creditors,  rank  for  the  whole  on  the 
estate  of  his  co-obligants,  yet  this  is  only  to  the  effect  of  te- 
covering  from  him  the  one  half  of  that  debt  which  he  ought 
to  have  paid.  Therefore  it  follows  in  the  present  case,  that 
Mr.  Heron  having  paid  Sir  Robert  Maxwell's  one  half  of 
that  debt,  as  well  as  his  own,  is  entitled  to  rank  on  the 
whole  debt,  to  the  effect  of  recoyering  that  one  half.  If 
such  would  have  been  the  right  of  the  original  creditors  in 
these  bonds,  so  must  it  be  the  right  of  the  respondents, 
their  assignee.  Or  if  such  was  the  right  of  Mr.  Heron,  as  one 
of  the  correi  debendi,  supposing  Sir  Wm.  Forbes  &  Co.  mere 
trustees  for  him,  so  ought  it  to  be  to  the  respondents — ^that 
once  the  creditor  is  satisfied,  the  next  object  of  the  law  la 
to  adjust  the  rights  of  the  co-obligants  themselves,  so  that 
payment  of  the  debt  may  be  made  to  fall  equally  on  both; 
and  that  a  creditor  cannot,  by  an  arbitrary  use  of  his  dili- 
gence, be  allowed  to  prevent  this  equal  division  of  the  debt 
among]|them. 
Feb.'S  1792.  ^^  report  to  the  Court,  the  Lords,  of  this  date,  found 
''  the  defender^  William  Keith,  as  trustee  for  Sir  Robert 
"  Maxwell's  creditors,  is  bound  to  rank  Patrick  Heron  and 
'  **  Sir  Wm.  Forbes  and  Co.,  as  trustees  for  him,  upon  Sir 
''  Kobert  Maxwell's  funds,  for  the  whole  sums  due  upon 
"  those  debts,  in  which  Mr.  Heron  and  Sir  Rol)ert  MaxweD 
<<  were  jointly  bound  along  with  Maxwell  of  Caigen ;  but 
"  under  this  condition,  that,  in  consequence  of  their  hmg 
"  so  ranked,  they  shall  not  draw  more  than  one  half  of  said 
**  debts,  and  decern."*    On  reclaiming  petition  the  Court 

*  Opinions  of  Judges  : — 

Lord  PRESmENT  Campbell. — '*•  This  is  a  question  of  relief  amoog 
co-cautioners,  where  one  of  them  is  aolyent  and  another  bankn^ 
and  the  former  having  paid  upon  an  assignment  from  the  original 
creditors. 

<'  It  is  maintsuned  that  Mr  Heron's  personal  demand  can  only  be 
for  one-half  against  his  co- cautioner,  Sir  Robert  Biaxwell's  estate; 
and  if  by  Sir  Robert's  insolyency  he  should  not  recover  tweatf 
shillings  in  the  pound,  there  is  no  help  for  it.  He  must  take  hii 
chance  with  the  other  creditors,  as  there  is  no  legal  ground  upoa 
which,  ^by  enlarging]|his  debt  in  the  ranking,  he  can  indirectly 
obtain  a  preference  oyer  them.  In  the  case  of  Tilloch's  creditor^ 
June  1776,  Sess.  Papers,  Vol.  31,  No.  85,  the  reverse  proposttioB 
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adhered,  and  remitted  to  "  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  hear  par-  ^^^ 

"  ties  further  upon  any  epecialties  in  the  situation  of  the  ___ 

"  debts  cfaimed  on,  and  to  do  therein  as  to  his  Lordship  kbith 

"  shall  seem  just."  ^'  . 

....  1  ,  ,  P0BBB8,  «C. 

Against  these    interlocutors    the    present   appeal  was 
brought. 

Pleaded  far  the  Appellant. — Of  the  sum  paid  by  Mr. 


was  maintained,  e^*  that  the  creditor  should  not  be  allowed  to  rank 
for  the  full  debt  upon  the  estate  of  the  insolyent  obligation,  but 
should  first  take  his  payment  from  the  solyent  person,  leaTing  him 
to  claim  against  the  estate  of  the  bankrapt  co-obligant ;  but  the 
Court  thought  that  the  creditor  might  do  either  the  one  or  the 
other  as  he  pleased. 

^  But,  in  the  present  case,  it  may  make  a  difference,  that  the 
estate  of  Sir  Robert  Maxwell  was  dispone^  for  his  whole  debts,  which 
may  be  said  to  be  equal  to  an  attachment  for  the  whole,  at  least  as 
the  creditors  were  entitled  to  claim  for  the  whole  upon  the  estate  so 
disponed — and  this  right  belonging  to  them,  is  assigned  by  them  to 
Heron,  who  is  fairly  entitled  to  ayail  himself  of  it. 

'^  Suppose  both  estates  bankrupt,  they  would  be  put  into  a  rery 
unequal  situation,  if  one  is  to  be  ranked  upon  the  whole  and  the 
other  for  the  half.  On  the  other  hand,  I  doubt  if  the  trust-deed 
made  any  particular  lien." 

Lord  Justice  Clbrk-: — **  Heron  paying  the  whole  debt,  could 
only  hare  adjudged,  or  done  diligence  against  Sir  Robert  Maxwell 
for  the  one-half.  But  the  case  is  different  here.  Sir  Robert  con- 
Teyed  his  estate  for  whole  debts,  including  this,  therefore  the  estate 
is  pledged  for  the  whole.  Mr.  Heron  is  entitled  to  use  that  pledge 
for  operating  his  relief  to  the  full  extent  of  one-half.  It  is  not 
merely  a  personal  claim.  When  Heron  got  assignation  from  his 
creditors,  he  got  it  not  only  to  the  extent  of  his  own  personal  claim, 
but  to  the  wh(^e  extent,  to  the  effect  of  relieying  him  of  the  half. 
The  case  of  Sommerrell,  Sd  December  Ijol.  in  Falconer,  was  dif- 
Jierent  He  could  not  adjudge  for  the  wholef  when  one-half  was 
paid." 

Lord  Swinton. — <*  I  think  he  can  only  claim  for  one-halfj* 

Lord  Eskgroye. — "  I  am  of  Lord  Justice-Clerk's  opinion." 

Lord  Prbsident  Campbbll,  on  further  advising,  said, — *'  The 
iterlocator  seems  to  be  right.     The  trust  haying  been  -accepted  of 

id  acquiesced  in  by  all  parties,  the  estate  of  Cargen  became 
lereby  applicable  to  the  payment  of  this  whole  debt,  as  well  as  other 
sbts ;  and  Mr.  Heron,  when  afterwards  called  on  to  pay  it,  was 

ititled  to  an  assignation  to  this  security,  whole  and  entire^  to  the 

Feet  of  reliering  himself  of  one-half." 

YOL.  III.  2  a 


"^ 
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1794.        Heron  to  Gargen's  creditors,  one  half  was  the  debt  of  Mr. 

— — ^—  Heron  himself;  for  the  other  half  ho  was  a  creditor  to  Sir 
KEITH  Robert  Maxwell,  and  to  that  amount  only  is  he  entitled  to 
FORBES,  &c.  rank  on  Sir  Robert's  estate  :  And  no  principle  of  law  or  jus* 
tice  can  authorize  him  to  extend  his  claim  beyond  the  i>- 
mount  of  his  debt.  This  is  so  obviously  founded  on  reMoa 
and  justice,  as  to  be  generally  recognized  in  principle,  and 
sanctioned  by  the  invariable  practice  of  accountants.  It  is 
no  doubt  true,  that  co-cautioners  being  mntaally  bound  in 
relief  to  one  another,  the  debt  must  be  equally  borne  by  all; 
but  this  holds  only  as  to  the  obligation  to  pay,  and  not  to  all 
cases  of  actual  payment.  The  one  paying  is  not  entitled, 
in  all  events,  to  full  payment,  because,  as  in  this  instanee, 
consistently  with  the  rights  of  other  creditors,  such  fiill  pay- 
ment cannot  take  place  where  there  is  an  insolvency,  and 
no  funds  to  pay  credito|;|i  in  full  out  of  Sir  Robert  Maxwell*i 
estate,  and  where  to  do  so  would  be  giving  him  a  prefer^ioe 
to  all  the  co-cautioner's  other  creditors.  It  is  equally  dear 
that  Mr.  Heron,  by  paying  and  getting  an  assignation  to  the 
whole  debt  from  the  creditors,  does  not  stand  in  right  of 
those  creditors  to  the  full  amount  of  that  debt,  but  only  to 
the  extent  of  one  half — the  other  half  being  discharged  and 
extinguished  as  a  debt  due  by  himself.  The  difficultj 
arises  from  confounding  the  present  case  with  that  of  a 
creditor  having  two  obligants  bound  to  him,  and  one  of 
them  being  bankrupt,  he  claims  first  upon  his  estate,  rank- 
ing for  the  full  debt,  and  then  upon  the  other.  The  caaeof 
Speirs  and  other  creditors  of  Dunlop  v,  Thomas  Dnnlopaod 

May  1777.  Others,  trustees  of  Carlyle  and  Co.,  has  no  analogy  to  the 
Ante,  vol.  ii.    present  case.     That  was  a  case  of  supposed  double  ranUngi 

^*  '  but  in  fact  a  ranking  on  two  different  grounds  of  debt ;  lit 
The  partnership  of  Carlyle  and  Co.  ranking  for  the  debtdta 
to  them  as  a  company  by  Dunlop,  one  of  its  members ;  aad, 
2d.  The  creditors  of  Carlyle  and  Co.  ranking  for  the  ahare 
of  the  debt  for  which  Dunlop,  as  a  partner,  was  liable. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — The  relief  among  conn 
debendi  abstractly  from  the  circumstances  of  the  loan  or  ra- 
luable  consideration,  arises  either  from  each  being  eqnallf 
bound  to  the  obligee  or  creditor;  or  from  a  mutual  contract 
implied  by  the  law  between  them,  by  which  each  is  bound 
for  the  wholo  debt.  This  is  the  nature  of  their  relation  te 
the  creditor.    As  between  themselves,  if  one  is  called  on  to 
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pay  the  whole,  he  has  relief  against  his  co-surety  for  the        17M. 
fifaare  he  has  been  compelled  to  pay  for  him  as  co-cantioner,  ■■ 

and  is  entitled  to  demand  an  assignation  to  the  whole  debt,  kuth 
in  order  to  operate  bis  relief,  and  to  make  good  his  co-  ^obbb's  &o. 
sarety's  half.  The  carreus  who  thas  pays  can  only  effec- 
tuate his  relief  by  sning  as  in  full  right  of  the  debt.  In  the 
present  case,  every  principle  of  equity  supports  this  view  of 
the  law ;  because^  in  ranking,  he  ought  not  to  be  pnt  in  a 
worse  situation  than  if  he  were  suing  under  an  assignation 
to  the  whole  debt.  He  ought  therefore  to  be  entitled  to 
rank  for  the  whole  debt»  to  the  effect  of  recovering  the  one 
half  paid  for  Sir  Robert  Maxwell. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutor  of  the  8th 
Feb.  1792,  complained  of  in  the  appeal  be  affirmed, 
with  the  following  variations,  viz.  after  the  word  (for) 
insert  (half),  and  after  (the)  leave  out  (whole),  and  af- 
ter (Cargen)  leave  out  to  the  end  of  the  said  interlocu- 
tor, and  insert  (each  of  them  having  been  indebted  as 
principal  for  a  moiety  thereof,  and  as  surety  for  the 
other  moiety). — And  the  cause  was  ordered  to  be  re* 
mitted  back  to  the  Court  of  Session  to  proceed  accord- 
ingly. And  it  is  farther  ordered  and  adjudged,  that 
the  interlocutor  of  the  23d  of  Feb.  1792,  also  complain- 
ed of  ,  80  £u:  as  the  same  is  repugnant  to  the  interlocu- 
tors of  the  8th  Feb.  1792,  varied  as  aforesaid,  be  re- 
versed. 

For  Appellant,  W.  Grant,  W.  Adam. 

For  Respondents,    Sir  J.   Scott,    J.  Anstrutherj    Allan 

Maoanochie,  Wm.  Tait. 
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.     Major  Michael  Fallijbff  of  St.  Peters-. 
V.  burgh,  Merchant,  Owner  of  the   Vorsil 

ELi'HiKSTONE,       Potomskln  of  St.  Petersburgh,  and  Sir(  ^W>«wn(«; 

Wm.  Fokbes,  Bart.,  his  Attorney, 

The  Honourable  Wm.  Elphinstoni 
and  John  Gardner,  late  Master  of  the^  Re^pondefiU, 
Paisley  of  Carron,  a  private  Ship 


«E,  Owner,! 
iter  of  thev 
lip  of  War,  I 


House  of  Lords,  12th  March  1794. 
(House  of  Lords,  I4th  August  1784.)* 

Capture  —  Illegal  Prizb  —  Dbhurragb  and  Damage. — HcU, 
where  the  yessel  belonged  to  a  neutral,  bat  was  bound  for  Gidix 
with  a  cargo  of  hemp  to  that  port,  at  the  time  Spain  was  at  w 
with  Great  Britain,  and  was  captured  by  an  EInglish  priiateer, 
and  taken  into  Leith,  and  detained  there  for  soma  consideaUe 
time,  without  proceeding  to  have  her  condemned  as  lawfbl  pnn> 
or  the  papers,  master,  and  crew  of  the  yessel  examined,  that  dK 
capture  was  illegal.     And  in  respect  that  it  was  so  declared  is  ^ 
Court  of  Admiralty ;  Held  the  owner  liable  in  demonBge  ui 
damages  from  the  date  of  the  capture  to  the  day  in  which  the  vtf- 
sel  was  freely  given  up,  and  made  fit  to  proceed  on  her  Tojage.— 
Vide  note  below,  First  Appeal.    Disputes  hayingarisen  as  to  the  pR- 
cise  items  of  the  damage  and  the  demurrage,  Held  thatdem^ 
rage  was  due  at  the  rate  of  10s.  per  ton  per  month  of  the  tokTi 
tonnage :  That  a  premium  of  insurance  for  £5337,  the  sum  ft( 
which  the  cargo  had  been  insured:  That  the  ship's  repairs  for  to- 
age  sustained  since  capture,  and  also  for  damage  sustained  aficr 
she  set  out  on  her  voyage,  by  running  on  the  coast  of  Ireland,  ke. 
were  due. 

For  the  report  of  the  first  part  of  this  case,  see  Note  te- 
low,*  which  ended  in  an  appeal  to  your  Lordships  on  14ih 
August  1 784. 

*  The  privateer,  called  the  Paisley  of  Carron,  commanded  If 
John  Gardiner,  and  belonging  to  the  respondent,  Bf  r  ElphinstoMk 
captured,  in  the  month  of  January  1781,  the  Yoist  PotooBbii 
with  a  cargo  of  hemp  for  the  use  of  the  Spaniards,  then  at  war  viA 
Great  Britian. 

It  was  stated  by  the  respondents,  that  on  examining  the  ikoft 
papers,  and  conversing  with  the  master  and  crew,  there  leeiBed  t| 
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In  consequence  of  the  remit  back  to  the  Court  of  Session,        1794. 
io  that  appeal,  the  parties  proceeded  to  investigate  the  a-    


mount  of  demurrage  and  damages.     The  appellants  gave  in  »allijefp,&c. 
a  condescendence  of  the  damages,  and  afterwards  an  addi-  elpbin<tonk. 


be  no  doubt  that  the  cargo  was  Spanifih  property,  and  a  lawfal  prize. 
The  ship  was  boand  for  Cadiz  ;  the  Bossian  master  and  crew,  who 
had  navigated  her  from  St.  Petersburgh,  had  been  changed  at  Elsi- 
nore,  and  a  Danish  Captain  and  crew  pat  in  to  navigate  her  from 
that  place  to  Cadiz.     She  had  double  clearances  on  board,  had  no 
EUinore  pass,  without  which  no  vessel  whatever  comes  out  of  the 
Baltic — her  bills  of  lading  bore  date  St.  Petersburgh,  July  1780, 
six  months  antecedent  to  her  capture,  and  yet  she  was  captured 
within  ten  days'  sail  of  that  port.     On  being  boarded,  the  captain 
admitted  the  cargo  was  enemy's  property,  and  a  good  prize.     In 
short,  the  circumstances  of  suspicion  were  so  strong  as  to  warrant 
the  taking  her  to  the  nearest  British  port,  it  being  impossible  at  that 
season  of  the  year  to  examine  the  cargo  at  sea. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  stated,  that  the  ship's  papers,  which 
showed  clearly  the  property,  and  that  there  was  no  contraband 
article  on  board,  were  immediately  delivered  to  the  captors,  but  none 
of  the  privateer's  people  could  read  them ;  and,  without  the  least 
examination  of  the  cargo,  they  carried  the  vessel  first  to  Methel,  and 
then  to  Leith  in  the  Firth  of  Forth,  after  detaining  her  at  Methel 
for  nineteen  days.  The  ship's  papers  were  carried  off  by  the  re- 
spondent, Mr.  Elphinstone,  but  were  not  brought  into  any  Court  of 
Admiralty,  neither  were  the  master  or  crew  examined,  or  any  one 
step  taken  by  the  captor,  which,  by  the  law  of  prize,  and  his  Ma- 
jesty's positive  instructions  to  privateers,  were  required.  In  short, 
nothing  was  done  to  have  the  vessel  adjudged  as  prize.  They  soon 
thereafter  discovered  that  the  seizure  was  illegal,  and  then  made 
offer  of  the  papers,  and  to  let  the  vessel  go  on  her  voyage. 

But,  in  the  meantime,  both  the  vessel  and  cargo  had  sustained 
damage,  and  the  vessel  could  not  proceed  to  sea  without  repairs. 
While  the  appellant,  Fallijeff,  had  written  to  Sir  William  Forbes  to 
attend  to  his  interest,  and  to  make  a  claim  for  damages,  demurrage, 
and  other  charges.  An  action  was  brought  in  the  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty for  these,  accordingly,  as  well  as  for  the  loss  in  replacing  the 
insurance,  which  was  assured  for  £)834.  After  this  action  was 
brought  into  Court,  the  repairs  of  the  ship  being  completed,  and  the 
cargo  reloaded,  the  appellant  applied  to  the  Judge- Admiral  to  de- 
dare  the  ship  and  cargo  were  neutral  property,  not  subject  to  any 
claim  on  the  part  of  the  pretended  captors,  and  that  the  vessel  might 
proceed  on  her  voyage.     No  answer  was  given  unto  this  applica- 
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1794.       tional  condescendence.    By  the  first,  they  claimed  nnder 

the  former  judgment  appealed,  the  sum  of  £^70.  lis.  7d.; 

PALLiJKFF,&c.  ^^  J  ^  ^jjg  second  £3120.  3b.  5d.   The  whole  Tonchers  were 

ELPHIN8TONB,  not  lodgod  iu  process  till  18th  January  1785. 


Maj  8,  1782.  tion,  and  the  Judge- Admiral  pronounced  an  interlocutor  in  tennsai 
craved,  and  the  yessel  accordingly  proceeded  on  her  royage. 

In  the  meantime,  the  action  for  damages,  stipulated  at  £3000* 
proceeded.  In  defence,  it  was  stated,  that  the  defenders  ooold  be 
liable  in  no  damages,  owing  to  the  suspicious  circumstances  attoid- 
ing  the  ^ip  and  caigo,  and  the  conduct  of  the  master  and  cam 
affording  just  and  probable  grounds  for  suspecting  that  the  caigoirM 
lawful  prize.  A  joint  proof  was  allowed  and  taken,  and,  upon  ooo- 
sidering  which,  with  the  memorials  for  both  parties,  and  proof  M) 
in  which  it  was  prored,  that  the  captain  of  the  ressel  captured  Ind 
said  on  boarding  her,  that  the  ressel  was  neutral  property ;  but  thsttfae 
Feb.23>  1783.  cargo  might  be  lawful'^prize,  the  Judge- Admiral,  of  this  date,  sbwlf- 
ed  the  respondents  from  all  the  appellant's  demands ;  and  on  r* 

July  11, claimiug  petition,  adhered.    A  reduction  of  this  decree  was  braogbt 

before  the  Court  of  Session.    But  the  Lord  Ordinaiy  and  the  Cooit 
July  11  and     affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  Judge-Admiral. 
29, 1783.  Against  these  interlocutors  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  Hoiueii^ 

Feb.  12, 1784.  Lords. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudged,  ^' That  notwithstanding  the  cause  of  seisie 
afforded  by  the  demeanour  and  express  declaration  of  the  pmncr, 
the  master  of  the  Tessel  in  question,  that  the  cargo  was  good  prim, 
but  that  the  ressel  was  not  so ;  yet^  in  respect  that,  in  the  aii 
Court  of  Admiralty,  it  was,  among  othir  things,  on  the  8th  iif 
of  May  1781,  at  the  instance  of  the  piursuers>  declared  and  adjsdged 
in  this  cause,  That  the  said  ship  and  cargo  are  neutral  popoty, 
and  free  of  all  claims  made  against  the  same  by  the  defenden; 
which  order  was  not  reclaimed  against;  and  also,  in  respect  that  the 
defenders  took  upon  them  to  detain  the  said  ship  and  cargo,  cbiaii^ 
the  same,  or  one  of  them,  as  prize,  without  proceedingin  any  mamicrls 
obtain  condemnation  thereof,  or  bringing  or  sending  any  part  of  tit 
company  of  the  said  ship  before  the  judge  of  the  Admiralty  Gosit; 
to  be  sworn  and  examined  upon  such  interrogatories  as  might  teod 
to  the  discovery  of  the  truth  concerning  the  interest  and  prapertf 
of  such  ship  and  cargo  ;  or  bringing  or  deliTering  to  such  ju^P 
all  the  papers^  documents,  and  writings  deliTcred  up,  or  found  fli 
hoard  the  said  ship ;  it  is  further  declared.  That  the  defendenvs 
liable  and  responsible  to  the  pursuers  respectiTely,  and  aooordiiig  ti 
their  rights,  for  the  demurrage  of  the  said  ship  ;  and  also  lor  sadi 
damages  as  the  said  ship  and  cargo  may  have  sustained  by  leaws 
of  the  detention  thereof  from  the  day  of  capture,  to  the  said  fltk 
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In  the  former  braneh  of  the  case,  the  respondents  had       1794. 
Btitedy  that  when  the  vessel  captured  was  brought  into    --^—^ 
Leith  Roads,  they  had  given  notice  to  the  captain  that  he  '-^i'"'«"i*«c- 
might  proceed  on  his  voyage.     This  notice  was  given  by  asLFHiNSTONB, 
notary  pubfac,  under  the  form  of  an  instrament  of  protest^         ^• 
on  14th  February  1781 ;  and  was  renewed  next  day  in  same 
manner.  At  the  same  time,  the  respondent  Mr.  Elphinstone, 
offered  to  give  security  for  any  damages  which  might  be 
awarded  against  him ;  but  that  the  captain  refused  to  pro- 
ceed on  his  voyage,  on  the  pretence  that  the  vessel  had 
•ostained  some  damage.    The  vessel  did  not  sail  from  Leith 
till  the  end  of  October. 

It  was,  on  the  appellants'  part,  stated  that  the  vessel  had 
received  considerable  injury,  and  could  not  proceed  to  sea 
without  a  thorough  repair,  which  rendered  necessary  the 
unloading  the  cargo,  and  loading  the  vessel  again.  That 
she  had  proceeded  on  her  voyage  as  soon  as  the  repair  was 
effected ;  and  having  been  cast  ashore  on  the  coast  of  Ire^ 
land  in  proceeding  on  that  voyage,  they  were  entitled  to  the 
damage  sustained  both  before  leaving  Leith  as  well  as  that 
sustained  after  it.  The  claim  for  damage  under  tho  first 
head,  that  is,  before  leaving  Leith,  the  respondents  contend- 
ed, that  it  could  only  be  for  damage  which  the  appellants 
could  instruct  the  vessel  sustained  subsequent  to  the  cap- 
ture of  the  vessel.  From  the  proof  led,  no  such  damage  was 
established,  although  it  was  attempted  to  be  proved,  as  had 
all  along  been  asserted,  that  she  had  sustained  damage  in 
getting  her  keel  hurt  in  going  into  the  port  of  Methel. 

As,  according  to  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords,  it 
was  of  importance  to  have  it  fixed  at  what  date  the  vessel 


day  of  May  1781,  on  which  day,  it  appears,  by  the  minute  of  the 
pursuers  preferred  to  the  said  Court  of  Admiralty  on  the  Sd  day 
of  May  17B1,  the  said  ship  was  ready,  to  depart,  unless  the  de- 
fenders can  instruct  that  the  said  ship  and  cargo  had  been  before 
that  time  freely,  absolutely,  and  unconditionally,  delivered  up  to 
the  pursuers,  or  so  tendered  ;  and  in  that  case,  to  such  time  as  the 
said  ship  and  cargo  might  have  been  made  ready  to  depart,  after 
such  surrender  or  tender  thereof.  And  it  is  therefore  ordered  and 
adjudged,  That  the  said  several  interlocutors  complained  of  in 
the  said  appeal  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  reyersed,  so  far  as 
the  defenders  are  thereby  absolved.  And  it  is  further  ordered, 
that  the  said  cause  be  remitted  back  to  the  Court  of  Session  in 
Scotland  to  proceed  accordingly." 
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1704.        was  freoly  and  unconditionally  delivered  up  to  the   por- 
sners,  in  order  to  fix  the  qaantum  of  demurrage ;  the  par- 


FALLUKFF.  &c.  ^j^g  judiciallj  agreed  that  Sir  Wm.  Forbes'  declaration 
ELPHiNSTONE,  that  ho  considerod  the  vessel  delivered  up,  if  not  prior,  at 
TLf      ^";^o,    least  on  the  26th  Feb.  1781,  as  equivalent  to  an   oath« 

Mar.  3,  1787.    -._  ,  .  ,     ,      x       i  /^    i.  -        -r        r«,         ,  .  ^ 

Upon  which  the  Lord  Ordinary  found :  "  That  there  is  aaf- 
''  fieient  evidence  that  the  ship  was  freely,  absolutely,  and 
"  unconditionally  relinquished  and  delivered  up  by  Captain 
'*  Elphinstone  to  Sir  Wm.  Forbes  upon  the  26th  Feb.  1781 ; 
*'  but  that  Captain  Elphinstone  is  liable  in  demurrage,  and 
'*  other  charges  occasioned  by  the  capture,  till  the  ship  was 
''  fit  to  go  to  sea,  which  was  upon  the  13th  day  of  March 
"  said  year." 

The  Lord   Ordinary,    on   representation,   reported    the 
Aag.io,  1786.  cause  to  the  whole  Lords,  who  found  "  That  the  vessel  wa« 
•'*''••*  freely,  absolutely  and  unconditionally  delivered  by  the  de- 
"  fender,  upon  the  16th  Feb.  1781,  but  that  the  defender 
"  is  liable  in  demurrage  on  account  of  capture  from  the  18th 
''  day  of  January,  the  day  on  which  the  capture  was  made, 
"  to  the  SOth  day  of  March,  both  in  the  year  1781:  Also 
"  find  the  pursuers  entitled  to  the  expenses  incurred  in  the 
"  unloading  the  cargo,  and  to  the  premium  of  insurance  on 
'*  the  £1000  for  which,  it  is  alleged,  that  insurance  could 
"  not  be  procured :  Find  the  pursuers  entitled  to  interest 
"  on  the  price  of  the  cargo,  from  the  said  18th  January  to 
**  the  30th  day  of  March  1781,  and  likewise  to  the  Town 
'*  dues,  light  money,  harbour  dues,  pilotage  claimed,  so  far 
**  as  the  same  can  be  properly  instructed :  And,  lastly,  find 
'*  the  pursuers  entitled  to  expenses,  &c.  and  remit  to  the 
"  Lord  Ordinary  to  ascertain  the  quantum  of  demurrage, 
*<  expense  of  unloading  and  reloading  the  cargo,  the  above 
"  articles  for  town  dues,  and  to  hear  parties  thereon,  and  in 
«  particular,  whether  articles  16th.  17th,  and  19th  of  the 
*'  condescendence,  No.  2  of  the  exhibits,  ought  to  be  conii* 

dered  part  of  the  expense.     Sustains  the  objections  to  the 

claim  of  expense  for  reparation  done  to  the  vessel  and  for 
"  other  damages  done  to  the  goods,  and  to  all  other  articles 
'*  of  the  condescendence  other  than  those  above  mentioned.'' 

The  respondent  reclaimed  against  this  interlocutor,  ins^f 

ing  that  he  could  not  be  liable  for  a  premium  on  that  p 

of  the  cargo  which  had  not  been  insured,  and  that  the 

was  not  sufficient  evidence  of  the  value  on  board*    Tt 

w      3  i'*Q7  Lords  remitted  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  hear  parties  as  i 

'        '  the  quantum  of  the  cargo  insured,  but  quoad  ultra  adhere 


it 
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The  Lord  Ordinary  ordered  a  condescendence  of  the  ar-        1794. 
tides  claimed  under  the  interlocutor;  and,  upon  conaider- 
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ing  which,  with  the  answers  thereto,  he  pronounced  this '^^""T""* 
interlocutor:  *'  Sustains  the  objection  made  to  the  first  ar-  blpbinstonb, 
•'  tide  of  the  condescendence  to  the  extent  of  £18.  IBs.  ^i'itoq 
'*  lid.,  for  men's  clothes,  and  £7.  as  paid  to  Russian  sailors,  '  * 
which  two  sums  being  deducted  from  £90.  13s.  7d.,  the 
amount  of  article  first  of  the  condescendence,  leaves  a 
'*  balance  of  £64. 148.  8d.  due  for  the  expense  of  unloading 
*'  and  reloading  the  yessel,  for  which  sums  finds  the  defend- 
*'  er  liable.  With  regard  to  article  aecondi  the  demurrage, 
*'  the  Lord  Ordinary  in  hoc  statu  makes  avizandum  there- 
*'  with.  Sustains  the  third  article  of  the  condescendence, 
extending  to  £318.  12s.,  being  the  premium  of  insurance 
of  £4000  commission  at  one  half  per  cent.,  and  one-fourth 
per  cent,  paid  for  guaranteeing  the  underwriters.  With 
*'  regard  to  the  fourth  article,  being  the  premium  claimed 
''  for  the  £1000  said  to  have  been  short  insured,  sustains 
"  the  objection  to  the  extent  of  £220  sterling,  the  value  of 
'*  the  goods  sold  at  Leith ;  and  also  of  £533,  as  the  amount 
''  of  the  damage  which  the  pursuer  himself  has  stated  is 
**  sustained  by  the  cargo ;  but  finds  that  the  policies  of  in- 
surance to  which  the  defender  appeals  as  evidence  that  an 
average  of  six  and  one  half  per  cent,  upon  the  goods  was 
"  received  from  the  underwriters,  affords  no  evidence  what- 
<*  ever  upon  the  subject,  and  therefore  repels  the  objection, 
<*  in  80  far  as  founded  upon  that  particular.  As  to  article 
**  fifths  finds  the  pursuer  entitled  to  interest  upon  what  shall 
'*  in  the  issue  appear  to  be  the  value  of  the  cargo  from  18th 
January  1781  to  30th  March  thereafter.  Sustains  the 
'  Hxth  article  of  the  condescendence.  Finds  the  defender 
liable  in  such  a  proportion  of  the  seventh  article  of  the 
**  condescendence,  being  town  dues,  light  money,  &c.  a- 
*'  mounting  to  £18,  as  shall  be  found  to  correspond  to  the 
•'  period  from  the  said  18th  Jan.  to  the  30th  March  1781. 
*'  Finds  that  articles  tenths  twelfth,  and  thirteenth^  are  re- 
«*  pelted  by  final  interlocutor  of  Court.  Sustains  the  objec* 
**  tion  to  the  expenses  of  the  appeal,  being  article  eleventh, 
«<  and  assoilzie  the  defender  therefrom,  in  respect  the  judg- 
«*  ment  of  the  House  of  Lords  gives  no  costs,  and  that  it 
**  finds  the  defender  liable  only  for  demurrage  and  for  such 
*•  damages  as  the  ship  and  the  cargo  may  have  sustained  by 
*'  reason  of  the  detention  thereof.  Finds  the  defender  liable 
**  in  article  14th,  being  the  expense  of  process  in  the  Court 
**  of  Admiralty  and  Court  of  Session,  and  decerns.    And  as 
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1794.        <<  to  the  remaining  articles  of  the  condescendence,  being 

"^—^     "  articles  eight  and  nine,  appoints  the  pursuer  to  specify 

'^"•"*"»^^- «  in  writing,  by  way  of  minute,  the  trouble  for  which  these 

sLFBiNSTOHs,  **  articlcs  are  severally  charged."     Of  the  same  date,  **  the 

^^         *'  Lord  Ordinary  remitted  to  shipmasters  both  at  Leitb  and 

at  the  port  of  London,  to  report  from  the  ipyoices,  bills  of 

lading,  or  other  evidence  to  be  laid  before  them,  the 

tonnage  of  the  said  ship  Vorst  Potomskin,  with  power  to 

examine  such  persons  as  may  have  seen  and  inspected  siid 

*^  vessel,  the  better  to  enable  them  to  make  their  report" 

Both  appellants  and  respondents  represented,  the  former 
in  so  far  as  he  was  not  found  entitled  to  the  premium  of 
insurance  on  the  full  sum  of  £1000 ;  the  latter,  in  oo  far  as 
it  allowed  for  any  premium  at  all,  and  also,  in  so  far  as  it 
gave  £64. 14s.  8d.  as  the  expense  of  unloading  and  reloading 
the  vessel,  and  the  expense  of  process.  The  Lord  Ordinary 
refused  the  prayer  of  the  respondents'  representation ;  and 
in  the  representation  for  the  appellants,  sustained  the  objec- 
tion **  to  the  premium  for  £1000  short  insured  to  the  ex- 
"  tent  of  £220,  as  the  value  of  the  goods  sold  at  Leith, 
Aug.  9, 1788.  (<  and  £533  as  loss  sustained  upon  the  cargo,  in  respect 
"  these  particulars  are  now  properly  explained  from  the  pur- 
'*  suers'  original  condescendence;  Quoad  ultra  otdhere.'* 

Thereafter  the  Lord  Ordinary,  on  representation,  recall- 
ed '*  the  interlocutor   represented  against,  and   of  nev 
"  sustains  the  objections  made  to  the  first  article  of  the 
"  condescendence,  to  the  extent  of   £18.   18s.   lid.  for 
Mar.  1 1,1789  tc  men's  clothes,  and  £7  as  paid  to  Russian  sailors,  which 

two  sums  being  deducted  from  £90.  13s.  7d.  the  amount 
of  article  first  of  the  condescendence,  leaves  a  balance 
"  of  £64. 148.  8d.  due  for  the  expense  of  unloading  and  ro- 
"  loading  the  vessel,  for  which  sum  finds  the  defender  liable. 
"  With  respect  to  article  second^  finds  that  the  diip  Vorst 
*^  Potomskin  is  to  be  held  of  200  tons  burden ;  and  finds 
'*  the  defender  liable  in  damages  from  18th  Jan.  to  30th 
*^  March  1781,  inclusive  of  both  days,  at  the  rate  of  ten 
**'  shillings  per  ton.     Sustains  the  third  article  of  the  conde- 
'*  scendence,  extending  to  £318. 12s.,  being  the  preminm  of 
**  insurance  for  £4000  commission  at  one  half  per  cent^and 
one-fourth  per  cent,  paid  for  guaranteeing  the  underimt- 
era.     Sustains  article  fourth,  being  the  premium  of  insiir- 
<<  ance  for  £1000  with  commission.    As  to  article  fifths  ^^ 
**  the  pursuer  entitled  to  interest  upon  what  shall,  in  the 
*'  issue,  appear  to  be  the  value  of  the  cargo  from  18th  Jan. 
<<  to  30th  March  1781  inclusive.     Sustains  the  n^  article 
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^  of  the  condescendence.    With  respect  to  the  7th  article,        1794. 

**  finds  the  defender  liable  for  the  light  money,  and  in  such    

•*  a  proportion  of  the  town  dnes,  harbour  dues,  &c.  as  shall  '^LUJErp.&c. 
**  be  found  to  correspond  to  the  period  from  said  18th  Jan.  ■lphtnbtohk, 
*'  to  30th  March  1781.  Finds  the  defender  also  liable  in  ^^'. 
such  part  of  article  eighth  and  article  ninth  as  corresponds 
to  the  foresaid  period  from  said  18th  January  to  30th 
''  MarcL  Finds  that  the  articles  tenth,  twelfth,  and 
thirteenth  are  repelled  by  the  final  interlocutor  of  the 
Court.  Sustains  the  objection  to  article  eleventh,  and  as- 
<'  soilzies  the  defender  therefrom,  in  respect  the  judgment 
<<  of  the  House  of  Lords  does  not  give  costs,  and  that  it 
'*  finds  the  defender  liable  only  liable  for  demurrage,  and 
"  for  such  damages  as  the  said  ship  and  cargo  may  sustain 
"  by  reason  of  the  detention  thereof.  Finds  the  defender 
**  liable  in  article  fourteenth,  being  the  expenses  of  process 
*'  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  and  Court  of  Session,  so  far  as 
the  same  are  reasonably  charged,  the  amount  thereof  to 
be  afterwards  ascertained  when  the  particular  accounts 
come  to  be  advised.  Finds  interest  due  upon  the  several 
«*  sums  above  decerned  for  other  than  the  expenses  of  pro- 
**  cess,  from  the  date  of  the  citation  in  the  Admiralty  Court, 
**  until  payment,  and  decerns.'' 

Both  parties  applied  to  the  Court  for  an  alteration  of  the 
above  interlocutor,  in  so  far  as  adverse  to  them,  and  the 
Court  found  **  that  the  ship  Vorst  Potomsldn  is  to  be  held  No7. 18,1789. 
of  217^  tons  burden,  and  that  the  defender  is  liable  in 
demurrage  at  that  burden,  from  18th  Jan.  to  30th  March 
1781,  inclusive  of  both  days,  at  the  rate  of  ten  shillings 
*'  per  ton  per  month :  Modify  the  article  of  agency  charged 
for  Sir  Wm.  Forbes  and  Co.  to  £60  sterling,  but  allow  the 
article  of  £30  charged  as  paid  to  Mr.  Muldrup,  and  finds 
the  defender  liable  in  such  part  of  the  said  articles  as  cor- 
responds to  the  aforesaid  period,  from  the  said  18th  Jan. 
to  30th  March  1781 :  and  remit  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to 
proceed  accordingly;  and  also  to  hear  parties  procurators 
further  with  respect  to  the  premium  on  the  £1000  said  to 
be  short  insured,  and  to  do  as  he  shall  see  cause ;  and, 
**  with  these  variations,  adhere  to  the  interlocutor  of  the 
*'  Lord  Ordinary  reclaimed  against." 

The  cause  having  returned  once  more  to  the  Lord  Ordi- 
nary, his  Lordship,  after  hearing  parties,  pronounced  this 
interlocutor : — "  Finds  the  defender  liable  to  the  pursuer  Mar.  B,  1790. 
'*  in  the  sum  of  £261  sterling  of  demurrage,  at  the  rate  of 
"  lOs.  per  ton  per  month  from  the  18th  Jan.  to  the  30th 
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1791.       u  jig^,.c|j  1781^  of  the  ship  Vorst  Potomskin,  which  is  to  be 


FALLijBFP  &c  *  ^®'^  ^^  217^  tons  burden ;  sustains  the  pursuer's  claim 
V.  *  *'  for  £55.  128.  of  premium,  with  commission  on  the  £1000 
BLPHIN8TONB,  i«  ghoft  icsured,  and  finds  the  defender  also  liable  to  the 
<<  payment  of  the  same.  Find:)  the  defender  further  liable 
**  in  £52.  12s.  9d.  sterling  of  interest  from  the  above  men- 
'^  tioned  period  of  detention  upon  £5337.  10s.,  as  the  value 
"  of  the  cargo  on  board  the  ship.  And  with  regard  to  the 
"  town  dues,  light  money,  harbour  dues,  and  the  sums  for 
"  agency  to  Sir  Wm.  Forbes  and  Co.  and  the  Danish  Consul, 
'*  included  in  the  7thy  8th  and  9th  articles,  as  in  the  afore- 
*'  said  state,  amounting  together  as  now  restricted  by  the 
**  interlocutor  of  Court,  to  the  sum  of  £108,  for  the  whole 
*'  period  from  18th  Jan.  to  30th  March  1781,  and  decema 
"  accordingly ;  and  further  decerns  against  the  defender  for 
**  the  sums  for  which  he  is  found  liable  by  interlocutor  of 
"  11th  March  1789— namely,  £64.  14s.  8d.,  being  the  ex- 
<*  pense  of  unloading  and  reloading  the  vessel ;  £318.  12&, 
«  the  premium  of  insurance ;  and  £6.  9s.  2d.  sterling,  the 
**  shoremaster's  dues,  and  of  interest  of  the  whole  sums  a- 
'^  bove  mentioned,  from  citation  until  payment.  Modifies 
"  the  accounts  of  expenses  in  the  Admiralty  to  £82  ster- 
**  ling :  modifies  the  expenses  in  this  Court  previous  to  the 
"  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  to  the  sum  of  £63  sterling, 
*'  and  modifies  the  expenses,  since  the  cause  was  remitted, 
''  to  £140  sterling,  agent  fee  included,  and  decerns  for  the 
*<  same  and  dues  of  extract." 

The  appellant  appealed  to  the  House  of  Lords  against 
the  interlocutors  of  the  Lords  of  Session  of  the  9th  Feb. 
1787  and  18th  Nov.  1789,  and  against  the  several  interlocu- 
tors of  the  Lords  Ordinary  of  the  20th  July  1787,  11th 
March,  25th  June,  18th  July,  9th  Aug.  and  25th  Nov.  1788, 
and  14th  Feb.  and  11th  March  1789,  and  8th  of  March  1790, 
in  so  far  as  the  several  sums  claimed  by  the  original  action, 
and  stated  in  tlie  condescendences  put  in  by  him,  are  not 
decreed  to  be  paid  to  him,  or  aro  in  any  way  modified  or 
restricted.  And  the  respondents  have  entered  a  cross  ap- 
peal in  so  far  as  they  are  thereby  subjected  to  the  appellants' 
claims. 

After  hearing  counnvel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  respondents  do  pay  to  the 
appellants  the  sum  of  £890.  88.  7d.,  being  the  amount 
of  the  different  sums  mentioned  in  the  report  of  the 
register  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  as  due  for  demur- 
rage  and  damage.     And  it  is  further  ordered  and  ad- 
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judged,  that  the  parts  of  the  interlocutors  complained        1794, 

of,  by  which  the  respondents  are  decreed  to  pay  to  the    — 

appellants  the  sums  of  £82,  £63,  and  £140,  together   lowthian 
with  the  expense  of  extracting  the  decree,  be  affirmed  ;  ju^^^^^^  ^^ 
and  that  the  said  interlocutors  be  in  all  other  respects 
reversed. 

For  the  Appellants,  Sir  J.  Scott^  William  Adam. 
For  the  Respondents,  W.  Scott,  J.  Anatruther. 

NoTB.-^~The  resalt  of  this  interlocutor  was  to  sustain  the  claims 
made  for  demurrage  at  lOs.  per  ton,  and  also  part  of  the  claims  made 
for  damages,  such  as  the  premium  of  insurance  on  £1000  short  in- 
sured, and  also  for  that  insured ;  the  sums  for  unloading  and  reload ; 
ing  the  ressel ;  the  amount  of  repairs  for  the  ressel,  and  the  harbour 
and  other  dues. 


[M.  16853.] 

Mrs.  Aglionby  or  Lowthian,  Widow  of  Rich-) 

ARD  Lowthian,  Esq.,  -  -  \  Appellant ; 

John   Maxwbll  and  Another,   trustees    of) 

Gkorgb  Ross,         •  .  -  }  Respondents. 

House  of  Lords,  11th  June  1794. 

Sbttlements — ^Execution  of  Sbttlbments  by  Notaries — Solem- 
nities REQUISITE — Incompetent  Witness. — A  deed  of  settle- 
ment and  other  relative  deeds,  were  executed  bj  a  person  blind, 
and  partly  deaf,  bj  the  aid  of  notaries.  The  deeds,  before  being 
signed,  were  not  read  over  to  him,  so  as  to  make  him  understand, 
or  to  be  heard ;  nor  were  they  read  over  to  him  in  the  presence  of 
the  witnesses,  nor  was  any  mention  made  in  the  notaries'  docquet, 
that  they  were  so  read.  Held,  the  deeds  of  settlement  roid  and 
ineffectual  in  law.  Also,  held  that  the  agent  for  the  appellant  in 
this  cause,  and  who  had  also  been  agent  for  her  deceased  husband, 
was  an  incompetent  witness  for  her. 

This  was  a  reduction  brought  of  certain  deeds  of  settle- 
ment, executed  by  Richard  Lowthian  in  favour  of  his  wife, 
settling  his  whole  heritable .  and  moveable  estate  in  Scot- 
land, worth  £70,000,  on  her  and  her  heirs  and  assigns.     He 
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1704*      had  also  heritable  estate  in  England,  which  was  conveyed 

• to  her  in  liferent,  and  to  the  respondents  as  trnstees,  for 

z^wTBiAN   George  Ross,  his  heir  at  law.    He  died  without  issue  in 
[AxwxLz^&c  ^^7  1784,  suryired  by  his  wife,  who  entered  into  posses- 
sion. 

By  his  marriage  contract,  the  deceased  had  made  ample  pro- 
vision in  favour  of  his  wife,  which  she  thought  proper  to 
conceal,  and  pretend  ignorance  of.    Besides,  he  had  exe- 
cuted a  settlement  in  1774,  in  favour  of  George  Ross,  which 
the  appellant  swore  had  been  destroyed.    About  this  date 
Mr.  Lowthian  became  so  blind,  as  scarcely  to  discern  light; 
so  deaf  as  scarcely  to  hear,  and  his  faculties  of  mind  were 
also  impaired.  All  his  settlements,  until  about  this  time,  and 
prior  to  1776,  were  in  favour  of  his  nephew,  George  Roai. 
Subsequent,  however,  to  this,  the  appellant  was  in  use  to 
direct  her  husband's  men  of  business,  who  were  only  con- 
tinued   as    they    complied    with    her    will.     In    George 
M'Eenzie,  writer,  Dumfries,  she  found  an  assiduous  agent,  and 
on  his  death,  his  brother  Simon  was  employed.    By  them  the 
several  settlements  brought  under  reduction  were  executed, 
at  the  request,  and  on  the  employment  of  the  appellant,  and 
which  set  aside  the  previous  settlements  in  favour  of  George 
Ross.    The  grounds  of  the  reduction  were  :  1st,  That  the 
deceased  was  in  dotage,  and  not  of  a  sound  disposing  mind, 
80  that  he  was  incapable  of  understanding  the  effect  of  the 
deeds.    2d,  That  being  both  blind  and  deaf,  the  deeds  were 
not  executed  with  all  the  solemnities  which  in  such  a  situa- 
tion were  necessary  and  requisite  in  law.    3d,  That  he  was 
fraudulently  imposed  on  and  deceived  in  their  execution,  he 
not  knowing  their  true  import,  and  not  understanding  that 
they  disposed  of  so  much  of  his  fortune  to  his  wife. 

The  case  went  to  proof.  Mental  incapacity  was  not  nmch 
rested  on,  but  facts  were  proved,  which  showed  that  his  wife, 
or  some  other,  managed  business  for  him.  An  objection 
was  taken  to  a  witness  adduced  for  the  appellant,  namely, 
her  own  Edinburgh  agent  in  this  cause,  who  had  also  been 
agent  for  her  husband,  to  prove  his  perfect  capacity,  on  the 
ground  that  he  was,  as  agent,  inadmissible  to  prove  any 
fact  previous  to  the  raising  of  this  cause.  The  objection  to 
his  testimony  was  sustained  by  the  Court,  in  respeict  he  was 
agent  for  the  appellant  in  this  cause.  The  third  ground 
was  established  by  evidence  of  a  misunderstafiding  which 
existed  between  Mr.  Lowthian  and  his  wife,  as  to  the  im- 
port of  these  deeds,  which  viras  attempted  to  be  explained 
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hj  a  letter  from  the  agent  who  drew  them  out.    Also  by  an        17^* 
unwillingness  shown  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Lowtbian  to  sign 

.1        ,       .    J        J  LOWTBIAN 

the  last  deed.  „^ 

Bot  the  chief  ground  rested  on  was,  that  the  deceased,  icaxwbll,&c. 
being  blind  and  deaf,  the  deeds  were  not  read  over  to  him 
in  presence  of  the  witnesses,  in  a  way  and  manner  so  as  to 
make  them  be  sufficiently  understood ;  and  that  the  notaries' 
docquets  did  not  bear  that  they  wore  read  over  to  the  de* 
ceased  in  presence  of  the  witnesses  before  being  signed. 

The  deeds  themselves  afforded  evidence  that  the  notaries' 
docquet  did  not  mention  that  they  were  read  over. 
And  inregard  to  the  actual  reading  of  the  deeds,  the  evi- 
dence was  conflicting.  But  the  points  were,  supposing 
them  to  have  been  read  :  Were  they  read  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  be  understood  by  Mr.  Lowthian  ?  and,  2d,  Whether 
they  were  read  in  presence  of  the  testamentary  witnesses? 

The  evidence  as  to  the  first  general  settlement  in  favour 
of  the  appellant,  was  that  the  deed  was  read  over  very  ra- 
pidly,— one  of  the  witnesses  stated,  so  rapidly,  and  in  so  low 
a  tone  of  voice,  as  that  Mr  Lowthian  could  not  comprehend 
it,  althoQgli  the  other  witnessess  thought  that  the  deceased 
understood  it.  Again,  as  to  the  subsequent  general  settle • 
ment,  one  of  the  notaries  swore  he  did  not  recollect  in  what 
manner  it  was  read  over,  although  it  was  read  completely 
and  distinctly,  and  Mr.  Lowthian  comprehended  it.  Two 
of  the  witnesses  recollected  nothing  about  it ;  but  the  other 
two  say  that  it  was  read  over  in  their  presence  distinctly. 
As  to  a  later  deed, — one  of  the  notaries  to  the  deed  swore, 
that  it  was  purposely  read  over  in  a  way  that  Mr.  Lowthian 
might  not  understand  it.  In  particular,  when  he  came  to 
Mrs.  Lowthian's  name,  and  also  as  to  some  other  legacies, 
it  was  read  in  a  low  tone  of  voice.  One  witness  to  the 
signing  of  the  deed  was  dead.  Another  says  the  deed  was 
read  hastily,  and  in  a  way  the  deceased,  he  thinks,  could 
not  understand  it,  and  the  fourth  corroborated  him. 

But  the  argument  which  the  appellant  urged  was,  that 
the  reading  of  the  deed  in  the  presence  of  the  notaries  and 
witnesses,  was  not  a  statutory  solemnity, — that  all  the  sta- 
tutory solemnities  were  complied  with, — that  the  statute 
1681,  c.  5,  only  declared  that  the  witnesses  be  witnesses  to 
the  subscription  of  the  notary,  and  also  to  the  command 
given  him.  That  they  are  not  bound  to  know  the  contents 
of  the  deed,  but  called  to  attest  the  notary's  docquet: 
That  the  two  essentials  are  two  notaries,  and  four  witnesses, 
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1794.        who  see  and  know  the  party  whose  deed  is  to  be  authenti* 

• cated ;  and,  2d,  That  they  should  hear  and  see  hira  grant 

LowTHZAN  ^^j  gj^Q  warrant  to  the  notaries  to  subscribe  for  him, 
[AxwKLL,  &c.  and  in  token  thereof,  see  the  grantor  touch  the  notary's  pen. 
That  all  these  having  been  complied  with,  and  the  notaries' 
docqnet  having  mentioned  all  these,  the  deeds  thus  execu- 
ted, with  the  full  solemnities,  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to  be 
set  aside  by  parole  evidence  of  facts,  which  the  statutes  do 
not  declare  necessary,  de  solemnitate.  If  the  reading  of  the 
deed  in  presence  of  the  notaries  and  witnesses,  be  not  a 
requisite  of  the  statutes,  so  neither  could  the  mentioning  of 
it  in  the  notaries*  docquet  be  a  requisite.  And  it  was  a 
question  of  grave  moment  to  the  law,  whether  any  of  the 
notaries  and  witnesses,  after  having  authenticated  these 
deeds  in  the  usual  manner,  and  had  legally  attested  that 
every  thing  was  done  *^  Hte  et  solemnitur  cu^tuniy*'  could  be 
admitted  as  evidence  to  contradict  and  destroy  what  they 
liad  so  solemnly  authenticated.  They  humbly  maintained 
that  they  could  not  be  so  admitted,  and  therefore,  ought  to 
have  been  in  toto  rejected. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  was  maintained,  that  distinction 
was  to  be  taken  between  statutory  solemnities,  and  the  so- 
lemnities which  the  law,  over  and  above  these,  have  de* 
clared  to  be  essential  in  certain  situations.  That  law  has 
declared  the  reading  of  the  deed  executed  by  notaries  ia 
their  presence,  and  the  presence  of  the  witnesses,  to  be  an 
essential ;  and  declaring  it  so,  it  also  declared,  that  what- 
ever was  done  de  solemnitate^  should  be  mentioned  in  the 
notfiry's  docquet.  That  assuming  the  proof  to  bo  conflict^ 
ing  and  doubtful  on  the  point  of  the  deeds  being  read  over 
in  such  a  way  as  not  to  make  them  understood  to  the  de- 
ceased, yet  the  fact  of  reading  of  them  not  being  mentioned 
in  the  docquet,  was  decisive  against  the  validity  of  the  deeds. 
But  the  proof  in  reality  is  strong  and  positive,  that  they 
were  not  read  over  in  such  a  way  as  to  be  understood. 
Some  of  the  witnesses  and  notaries  do  not  recollect,  bat 
want  of  recollection  will  not  do.  They  must  speak  posi- 
tively to  their  own  act,  otherwise  the  deed  will  not  stand; 
but  such  of  them  who  do  recollect,  are  clear  that  the  deeds 
were  read  rapidly,  and  in  a  low  tone,  to  a  deaf  man. 

The  Lords  sustained  (of  the  date  3d  July,  1792),  ''  The 
^' reasons  of  reduction  of  the' settlements,  dispositions,  as- 
"  signations,  and  other  deeds,  bearing  to  be  executed  by  the 
''  deceased  Richard  Lowthian  of  Staffold,  as  generally  aud 
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"  particularly  libelled :    Ab  also  find  the  destination  or  sub-       1704. 
'*  Btitution  conceived  in  favour  of  the  defender  Mrs.  Sarah 


"  Aglianby,  and  her  heirs,  contained  in  the  assignations,  bonds,    ^o'^™^* 
*^  and  other  writs  or  securities  libelled,  are  void  and  null,  and  haxwrli.,&c. 
"  to  be  held  pro  nan  scriptis^  in  as  far  as  they  might  have 
''  the  effect  of  vesting  the  same  in,  or  carrying  the  succession 
^  thereof  in  favour  of  the  said  defender,  to  the  prejudice  of 
"  the  heirs  at  law." 

They  also,  of  same  date,  refused  a  reclaiming  petition  as 
to  the  admissibility  of  Mr.  Currie.  On  reclaiming  petition 
against  both,  the  Court  adhered.  *  Nor.  20, 1792. 


*  Opinions  of  Judges : 

Lord  Prbsidbnt  Campbell. — **  In  considering  this  important 
case,  we  must  attend : 

^l.  To  the  nature  of  the  challenge,  and  the  reqniaites  of  the  kw 
in  executing  the  deeds  of  a  blind  man,  who  is  also  partly  deaf. 

**  2.  To  the  circomstances  attending  the  execution  of  these  deeds, 
the  actual  situation  of  the  testator,  and  the  import  and  effect  of  the 
deeds  themselves. 

**  3.  To  the  conclusions  in  law  that  ought  thence  naturally  to 
arise. 

'*  The  deeds  of  settlement  are  challenged  as  unduly  obtained  from 
an  old  man,  blind  and  duU  of  hearing,  and  on  the  ground  of  not 
being  properly  executed. 

*^  The  grantor  was  not  destitute  of  capacity  to  make  a  will ;  and 
it  is  admitted  that  he  was  not  entirely  bereaved  of  undeihtanding, 
bat  only  reduced  to  a  weak  state  by  infirmity  and  old  age,  so  as  to 
become  an  easy  prey  to  those  who  were  about  him.* 

''  How  far  importunity,  and  other  circumstances  denoting  influ- 
ence, are  relevant,  see  Swinbum's  Treatise  on  Testaments,  p.  77^  &c. 
Voet  lib.  28,  tit.  1,  §  10.    Julius  Clarus,  lib.  3,  quest.  37,  &c. 

"The  material  points  to  be  attended  here,  are  the  blindness 
and  deafness,  and  what  precautions  are  necessary  in  the  execution 
of  deeds  by  a  person  in  those  circumstances,  and  how  far  these  haye 
been  obserred  in  the  present  case. 

^  When  a  deed  is  to  be  executed  by  a  person  in  health,  possess- 

of  the  faculties  of  mind,  and  having  the  organs  of  sense  entire, 

the  testing  clause  be  regular,  everything  fair  will  be  presumed, 

less  the  contrary  be  proved.     When  witnesses  are  called  in,  and 

dred  by  the  party  himself  to  attest  his  subscription,  they  cannot 
ibly  doubt  that  a  person  who  can  read  or  hear,  and  who  has 

his  senses  about  him,  has  actually  read  or  heard,  has  given  the 
iry  instruction  to  his  man  of  business,  and  is  satisfied  that  the 

ritbg  is  right 

VOL.  III.  2  B 


n 
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1794.  Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

"""""        PUadfidfor  the  Appellant. — The  deeds  in  question  are 
exfacie^  regular,  and  being  executed  with  all  the  solemni- 


LOWTHIAN 

V. 

MAXWELL,  &C. 


«  But  if  the  party  whose  deed  is  to  be  attested  is,  by  disease  or 
other  circumstances,  rendered  unable  to  see  and  hear  in  the  usual 
manner,  or  cau  only  do  so  in  part,  or  with  difficulty,  and,  in  short, 
must  trust  to  the  fidelity  of  others,  it  is  plain,  both  in  reason  and  in 
law,  that  some  further  precautions  are  necessary.  It  ought  to  ap- 
pear from  evidence,  that  the  deed  was  his  own  voluntary  deed,  and 
sufficiently  understood,  that  instructions  were  given  to  make  it  oat 
in  these  terms,  and  that  there  was  no  deception,  hut  everything  ex- 
plained and  known  to  the  party  and  all  present. 

"  Presumptions  must  always  give  way  to  truth ;  and  as  it  is  cer- 
tain that  a  blind  man  cannot  read,  there  must  be  positive  evidenee 
that  the  paper  which  he  is  to  sign,  or  rather,  which  is  to  be  signed 
for  him,  has  been  read  and  explained  to  him. 

"  In  the  execution  of  a  deed  of  settlement,  or  any  writing  of  im- 
portance, although  he  might  be  able  to  adhibit  his  scrawl  (signt- 
ture  ?)  it  is  much  more  fit,  and  the  law  expects,  that  two  notaries  and 
four  witnesses  should  be  called  in.  And  these  must  be  in  pngmutu 
specialiter  requisUi^  t.  e,  they  must  attest  the  fact  of  being  authoiwd 
and  required  to  subscribe  a  certain  deed  for  the  party,  whidi  deed, 
therefore,  of  course  must  be  made  known  to  them. — fliif  Stair, 
Galloway  r.  Duff,  5th  December  1672 ;  Kilkerran  voce  Writ,  IM 
June  1745;  Birrel,  9th  January  1752,  Falconer;  Erskine,  p. 
429 ;  Diet.  Vol.  2,  p.  536,  25th  June  1760  ;  Fairholmes  v.  Mjltf, 
1st  July  1767,  RoUand  ;  Trotter  v.  Trotter,  Sess.  Papers,  Vol  % 
No.  24;  Crawford  of  Doonside  v*  Trustees  of  Crawford.  Se« 
PaperF,  Vol.  38,  No  27  (App.  to  Mor.  Die.) ;  case  of  M'Artfcw 
V.  Williamson,  &c.  Vol.  45,  No.  37 ;  Weir  of  Kirkwood  c.  Gibson, 
Vol.  40,  No.  7;  Brown  v.  Chalmers,  Vol.  40,  No.  78  (App.^ts 
Mor.  Die.) ;  Jerdon  v,  Scott,  l7th  Nov.  1789.     (Mor.  p.  4964). 

^^  In  Bacon's  Abridgment  voce  Wills,  one  of  the  cases  put  of  » 
will  being  challengeable  is,  where  the  husband  is  in  weakness  ui 
distress,  and  the  wife,  attending  upon  him,  induces  him  by  flsttoj 
to  give  her  all.  Another  is,  K  the  friends  of  a  sick  man^  of  their 
own  hands  shall  make  a  will,  and  bring  it  to  a  man  in  the  extrenitf 
of  sickness,  and  read  it  to  him,  and  ask  him  whether  this  shall  lie 
his  will,  and  he  says,  yes,  yes.  Swinbum,  p.  78»  says,  **  when  tk 
*^  sick  man's  kinsfolk,  or  some  other  person,  do  cause  a  testameat  ts 
''  be  written  afler  their  inditings,  and  then  afterwards  the  same  k 
<^  read  unto  him,  and  he  being  demanded  whether  the  same  Att 
^  stand  for  his  testament  ?  Answereth  yea,  and  shortly  af^«  dietk, 
^  in  this  case  the  testament  is  not  good."    And  a  pleasant  stoiy  ii 
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lies  which  the  law  requires,  and  which  are  usual  in  practice,         1794. 

when  the  granier  is  in  the  situation  Mr.  Lowthian  was,  they     - 

must  stand  unquestioned  and  unquestionable,  in  so  far  as    x>owthian 

V. 
*~~ — HAXWELL,  &C. 


told  by  him  of  a  monk,  &c.    See  also,  Voet,  Lib.  28,  tit  i.  §  10.— 
Julias  Claras. 

''  These  authorities  are  mentioned,  in  order  to  show  that  sometimes 
eTen  reading  to  the  testatator,  and  receiying  an  affirmative  answer, 
is  not  snfiBcient.  Cases  of  this  kind  must  depend  upon  circum- 
stances. The  great  and  leading  principle  is,  that  the  will  must  appear 
to  be  spontaneous  and  deUberate,  not  the  effect  of  fear,  compulsion, 
fraud,  or  strong  importunity ;  and,  above  all,  in  the  case  of  a  blind 
man,  it  must  be  proved  that  what  is  called  his  will  is  truly  so,  and 
that  it  proceeded  from  himself;  and  that  the  contents  were  fully 
known  to  and  authorised  by  him  ;  and  some  proper  means  must  be 
taken  to  substantiate  and  to  identify  the  instrument  containing  that 
will. 

'^  These  are  not  statutory  solemnities  attending  the  execution  of 
the  deed,  but  requisites  tn  modum  probalionis^  to  obriate  fraud  and 
deception.  They  arise  from  the  nature  and  necessity  of  the  case, 
and  there  may  be  different  modes  of  authentication,  and  of  proving 
the  identity. 

^The  most  simple  and  natural  seems  to  be  this,  that  when  a  man 
of  business  is  employed  to  execute  the  will  of  a  blind  man,  he  should 
take  care  to  receive  his  instractions  in  presence  of  two  creditable  wit* 
nesses;  he  should  set  down  the  heads  of  them  in  writing  in  pre- 
sence of  these  witnesses,  and  one  duplicate  may  be  left  in  their 
hands,  another  used  by  himself  in  extending  tbe  deed,  and  these 
same  witnesses  being  again  called  upon  to  attend  at  the  execution  of 
the  deed,  the  extended  instrument  ought  to  be  read  over,  and  fully 
explained  in  presence  of  tbe  testator,  and  compared  by  them  vrith 
the  previous  instructions ;  and  another  precaution  seems  also  to  be 
proper,  viz.  that  two  duphcates  should  be  made  of  the  will  itself,  one 
to  be  deposited  in  the  hands  of  one  or  other  of  the  vdtnesses,  or  of 
some  trust-worthy  person,  and  another  put  into  the  custody  of  the 
testator  himself,  or  those  about  him. 

**  The  will  of  a  blind  man  cannot  be  concealed  like  that  of  a  per- 
son who  has  all  his  senses  about  him.  It  ought  to  be  made  known  at 
least  to  two  persons  of  honour  and  veracity,  who  may  be  afterwards 
called  upon  to  support  it  by  their  evidence. 

^  The  law  of  England  may  perhaps  be  satisfied  with  one  witness. 
The  law  of  Scotland  requires  two,  and  this  cannot  be  dispensed 
with. 

^^  In  the  present  case,  the  deeds  are  not  destitute  of  legal  solemni- 
ties, for  the  notary's  docquet  is  formal,  and  all  the  statutory  requi- 
sites have  been  observed.     The  objection  does  not  Ije  upon  statute, 
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1794.  these  solemnities  are  concerned.  By  statutes  1579  and 
1681,  when  a  person  cannot  write,  he  may  authorize  two 
notaries  to  subscribe  for  him,  in  presence  of  four  witneases, 


X.OWTHIAM 
HAXWBLL,  &C. 


but  npon  common  law,  and  consists  in  the  want  of  I^al  proof,  not 
the  want  of  legal  form. 

*^  Had  the  instrumentarj  witnesses  been  called  upon  to  proTe,OQii- 
trazy  to  tbeir  attestation  in  the  dooqaet^  as  to  the  subscription  of  tlie 
notaries,  or  the  testator's  giring  a  symbolical  mandate  by  touching 
the  pen,  and  had  any  of  them  sworn  to  the  contrary  of  what  tbej 
attested,  it  would  have  been  doubtful  whether  such  evidence  cooU 
have  been  receired,  or  at  least  could  hare  been  credited. — See  Biff- 
row's  Reports,  Vol.  4,  p.  2225.  Our  law  does  not  difier  from  die 
law  of  England  in  that  particular. 

^<  But  the  evidence  here  is  of  quite  a  different  nature.  It  goes  to 
extrinsic  facts^  which  in  all  the  cases  of  a  blind  person  are  essen^ 
viz.  the  authority  given  to  execute  a  will  of  a  certain  tenor,  the 
knowledge  of  the  testator,  and  his  assent  to  the  tenor  so  read  and 
written ;  and,  in  short,  that  this  deed,  which  was  neither  written  nor 
read  by  him,  and  which  was  composed,  written,  and  subscribed  bj 
others,  at  his  desire,  is  truly  the  deed  which  he  had  a  deliberate  pv^ 
pose  of  executing. 

'<  That  it  was  fairly  obtained,  and  not  the  effect  of  fraud,  force,  or 
any  illegal  practice,  may  be  presumed,  if  once  his  knowledge  lad 
approbation  of  the  deed  are  sufficiently  instructed ;  but  it  requiRi 
something  more  than  the  notaiys  docquet  to  show  that  the  deedms 
truly  his.  At  least  this  will  be  required  if  the  proof  is  extant, 
though  possibly,  at  a  great  distance  of  time,  and  after  all  posoDS 
concerned  are  dead  and  gone,  the  docquet  itself  may  establish  api^ 
sumption,  unless  something  very  irrational,  absurd,  or  inconsisteiit, 
shall  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument  itself,  or  unless  coliate- 
ral  written  evidence  shall  appear  to  defeat  any  presumption  that  ea 
arise  from  the  docquet ;  and  it  is  always  a  material  circumstance, 
one  way  or  other,  that  the  deed  appears  to  be  consistent  mlky  aok 
contrary  /o,  former  deeds  or  settlements. 

*'  It  is  said  that  there  is  sufficient  proof  of  enixa  voUtnias  here  ta 
give  the  whole  to  Mrs.  Lowthian.  Were  this  clearly  established  bf 
legal  evidence,  it  would  go  far  to  support  the  deeds.  Bat  prior  to 
1774)  we  have  not  the  vestige  of  any  such  intention,  further  tbaa 
to  the  extent  of  reasonable  provisions,  and  it  is  an  unfavouiabk  cir* 
cumstance  in  her  cause  that  neither  the  deed  1774>  nor  any  acnllor 
copy  of  it,  now  appears.  The  opinion  of  counsel,  p.  12,  of  M 
Appendix,  speaks  of  it  as  a  deed  in  favour  of  Mrs.  Lowddaa  and 
other  legatees  ;  and  from  the  close  of  the  opinion,  at  letter  G,  it  would 
seem  that  some  part  of  the  Scotch  succession  was  settled  on  Jfr. 
Ross.    The  opinion  further  shows,  that  not  only  the  deed  itsdf 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.  873 

he  at  sametime  touehiog  tbe  notaries'  pen,  as  evidence  of      1794. 
his  authority ;  and  as  the  statutes  take  no  account  of  the    


LOWTHZAN 
V. 


then  extant,  riz.  Aug.  177^>  hut  a  copy  or  scroll  which  was  shown  maxwell,  &c. 
to  the  counsel,  and  prohahlj  the  memorial  upon  which  the  opinion 
was  giTen,  contained  a  faller  description  of  it,  hat  the  opinion  is  pro- 
duced without  the  memorial,  though  it  is  seldom  that  an  opinion  is 
preserred  without  the  relatiye  case.    Again,  we  see  from  Macken- 
zie's letter,  Ist  Appendix,  p.  49,  that  Mrs.  Lowthian  was  the  exe» 
cutor  named  in  the  deed  1774,  hut  it  is  not  there  said  either  that 
she  was  residuary  legatee,  or  that  there  were  not  special  legacies  in 
£iTour  of  Boss,  (N.B. — Ross  was  then  in  favour),  and  other  relations, 
or  that  any  part  of  the  heritahle  succession  was  included.      The 
same  letter  bears  expressly  that  the  deed  1774  was  extant,  and  in 
force  as  far  down  as  January  1776,  when  the  first  deed  now  under 
challenge  was  executed.     Mrs.  Lowthian  says,  in  her  deposition, 
State,  p.  140,  C,  that  the  deed  1774  was  destroyed  by  Mr.  Low- 
thian in  his  lifetime,  but  she  ought  to  have  added,  that  it  was  de* 
stroyed  after  January  177^9   ^^^E  ^^'  ^®  ^^  blind,   and  con- 
sequently with  the  assistance  either  of  her  or  some  other  person 
about  him ;  and  it  is  sbgular  that  not  only  the  deed  itself,  but  the 
scroll  or  copy,  and  the  memorial  to  counsel,  should  all  have  been 
destroyed,  when  all  the  succeeding  deeds  should  have  been  carefally 
kept. 

**  The  deed  of  1776  is  said  to  be  the  best  authenticated  of  any  of 
those  under  challenge.    In  one  respect  it  is  so. ;  viz,  in  so  far  as 
Mr.  Maxwell  of  Garrochan  swears  to  a  previous  reading  either  of 
the  deed  or  scroll.    In  other  respects  it  is  more  exceptionable  than 
any  of  them.     It  is  clear  from  the  evidence  of  both  Maxwell  and 
Staig,  that  the  reading  at  the  period  of  execution  was  not  such  as 
could  convey  any  knowledge  to  the  testator.   It  was  meant  that  even 
the  vritnesses,  who  had  their  sense  of  hearing  entire,  should  know 
as  little  as  possible  of  the  matter.    Of  course  the  testator,  whose 
sense  of  hearing  was  veiy  imperfect,  as  well  as  his  eye-sight  gone, 
must  have  known  much  less  of  what  was  then  doing  in  his  presence. 
To  a  fact  of  this  kind  the  evidence  of  Kay  and  Clark,  two  inferior 
persons^  evidently  prejudiced  in  favour  of  the  defender,  must  go  for 
little  in  competition  with  two  such  witnesses  as  Staig  and  Maxwell. 
The  above  low  witnesses  have  greatly  exaggerated,  and  been  di- 
rectly refuted  in  some  particulars  sworn  to  by  them ;  and  the  evi- 
dence of  Graham,  the  assistant  of  M*Kenzie,  is  infinitely  more 
exceptionable. 

'•  As  to  Maxwell's  account  of  tbe  previous  reading,  it  is  enough 
that  the  law  of  Scotland  does  not  admit  such  a  fact  to  be  proved  by 
one  witness ;  and  besides,  he  seems  to  have  proceeded  very  much 
upon  confidence  in  M^Kenzie^  gave  himself  little  trouble  in  explain- 
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1794.       canse  which  may  disable  a  partj  from  writing,  whether  from 
■    blindDess,  or  from  neyer  having  been  taught,  it  is  reasonable 
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*       ing,  and  no  attention  at  all  to  the  afiter  execntion,  so  as  to  estaUuh 
with  sufficient  clearness  the  identity. 

<*  Besides,  it  is  a  remarkable  feature  of  this  deed,  that  it  conyejs  in 
express  terms  the  testator's  whole  estates,  real  and  persond,  in 
Scotland,  and  eren  all  that  he  should  die  possessed  of^  whether  ac- 
quired, or  deyolving  upon  him  by  succession,  and  whether  coDUStiiig 
of  lands,  tenements,  tjrthes,  debts  due  by  mortgage,  heritable  bonds, 
&c.  (l8t  Appendix,  p.  14,  letter  K).  And  yet  M'Kenzie's  letter, 
(p.  50,  letter  D),  says  that  the  heritable  subjects  were  not  meant  to 
be  at  all  conveyed  by  that  settlement 

«'  It  is  no  less  a  fatal  circumstance  to  this  deed,  that  H'Kense 
did,  by  the  form  of  it,  take  the  whole  residue  to  himself,  thou^  it 
"was  afterwards  confessed  that  no  such  thing  was  meant,  and  this  ifSB 
but  partially  set  to  rights  by  the  codicil,  (p.  20),  which  was  artided 
by  its  nature  to  the  personal  estate,  leaving  entirely  out  the  heritage^ 
which  had  become  very  considerable,  as  heritable  bonds  are  heiifa^ 
by  the  law  of  Scotland. 

«  In  short,  both  the  principal  will  in  1770»  and  codicil  in  ITT^t 
are,  upon  the  face  of  them,  and  by  written  evidience,  proved  to  be 
fraudulent  deeds,  independent  of  the  parole  evidence,  so  that  there 
is  an  impossibility  of  supporting  them. 

«  All  the  other  deeds  were  clearly  executed  in  a  most  improper 
manner,  without  the  least  appearance  either  of  previous  instructioii% 
previous  reading,  or  due  reading  and  explanation  at  the  time.  Soch 
of  the  witnesses  as  deserve  any  credit  at  all,  agree  in  this.  To  saj 
nothing  of  M^Kenzie,  the  evidence  of  Wilkin  and  Johnstone, 
Widers  and  Lockerby,  is  remarkable,  nor  is  there  any  reason  to  sup- 
pose that  the  ceremony  of  reading  at  the  period  of  execution,  wooU 
be  differently  performed  from  what  it  was  at  the  first  and  lea^og 
deed. 

*^  Besides,  the  private  letter  from  M'Kenzie,  and  the  memorandua 
by  Graham,  and  the  fact  of  reading  the  bonds  in  an  improper  nsa- 
ner,  leaving  out  the  destination,  are  such  invincible  proo&  of  fias^ 
that  they  are  sufficient  to  outweigh  whole  volumes  on  the  other  side. 
£very  attempt  to  explain  these  written  documents,  has  proved  in- 
effectual and  desperate,  so  that,  upon  the  whole,  no  doubt  can  re- 
main, that  the  deeds  ought,  all  and  each  of  them,  to  be  laid  aside. 

*'  The  ^Toof  of  general  inleniion  in  favour  of  the  defender,  it, 
to  leave  her  a  considerable  portion  of  his  effects*  and  trusting  the 
execution  to  others,  however  strong,  would  not  be  relevant  We 
do  not  admit  nuncupative  wills ;  and  in  such  a  case  confidence  mut 
be  excluded,  because  the  law  requires  that  the  deed  should  be 
wholly  the  party's  own.    See  the  case  of  Ciawfbrd  of  Doonside. 
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to  pTesame  that  if,  in  either  case,  these  solemnities  were  re-       1794. 
quired,  the  deeds  so  executed  would  be  unexceptionable.  All    — — — 
these  solemnities  have  been  complied  with  in  the  present  case,    X'O^'rai^w 
yet  the  deeds  have  been  challenged  on  those  very  grounds,  haxwell,  &c. 


The  general  intention  was  clear,  and  he  tmsted  in  veiy  honourable 
men,  viz.,  Sir  Adam  Ferguson,  &c. 

*^  The  stroDgest  circumstance  in  support  of  the  deeds,  is  the  de- 
lay of  the  ch^enge  till  the  death  of  Carruthers  of  Dormont,  who 
was  witness  to  the  last  deed  in  1782.  But  his  evidence,  if  alive 
and  favourable  to  the  defender,  would  scarcely  be  sufficient  against 
the  other  circumstances,  particularly  the  evidence  of  Wilkin,  who 
also  witnessed  the  codicil  to  the  last  deed,  joined  to  that  of  Staigs, 
and  the  written  proofs  abeady  mentioned.  He  would  be  a  single 
eyidenee  to  the  fact  of  previous  reading,  if  we  suppose  that  he 
would  say  so,  for  the  support  he  has  from  M>  Black,  (p.  203,  B),  is 
very  slender.  She  is  a  low,  suspicious  witness,  in  the  service  of  the 
defender,  and  evidently  exaggerates  in  some  circumstances  in  the 
leading  questions  put  to  her.  She  is  likewise  a  legatee,  and  has  an  in- 
terest in  supporting  the  deeds.  Most  of  the  other  legatees  are  persons 
who  will  succeed  by  law.  In  both  the  cases  of  Crawford  of  Doon- 
side  and  M' Arthur,  the  Court  went  chiefly  upon  the  circumstance 
of  the  deed  not  being  read.  In  the  former  case  it  was  said,  "  When 
'*  the  author  of  a  deed  who  has  his  senses  entire,  and  can  read,  ad- 
*'  hibits  his  subscription  to  that  deed,  your  Lordships  will  presume 
'^  that  the  deed  has  been  considered  by  him  previous  to  the  sub- 
^  scription  being  adhibited,  knowing  that  the  understanding  of  men 
**>  will  induce  them  to  examine  the  contents  of  their  deed  before 
'*  they  adhibit  their  subscription  to  it."  But  it  was  observed  that  there 
was  no  room  for  presumption  in  that  case,  as  it  was  an  ascertained 
fact,  that  Mr.  Crawford  had  no  opportunity  either  of  reading  or 
hearing  read,  and  that  no  previous  scroll  was  made. 

**  In  the  other  case,  it  was  said  by  the  judges,  in  delivering  their 
opinions,  that  Miss  M' Arthur,  though  in  distress  of  body,  was  not 
incapable  to  make  a  will,  but  that  no  evidence  appeared  that  she 
had  either  given  previous  instructions,  or  read  the  will  made  for 
her:  That  although  it  was  a  general  presumption  that  a  >vill,  duly 
authenticated  by  the  subscription  of  the  party,  and  of  the  instru'> 
mentary  witnesses,  had  been  previously  read  and  considered,  yet 
this  presumption  might  be  taken  off  by  contrary  circumstances,  that 
the  will  was  irrational,  being  against  her  father,  who  was  her  nearest 
heir,  and  seemed  to  be  the  effect  of  a  combination  of  those  about 
her." 

Lord  Ankbrvillr. — "  There  is  no  evidence  of  any  intention  in 
favour  of  the  wife  prior  to  these  deeds.  After  he  was  blind,  the 
testator  fell  into  the  hands  of  his  wife  and  M'Kenzie,  and  the  deeds 
were  then  procured  by  fraudulent  means." 
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1794.       namely,  that  thej  were  not  read  OTer  to  the  deceased  at  exe- 
cution. But  this  is  not  made  a  statutory  solemnity.  Whenaper- 


LowTHiAW    ^^  ^jjQ  gg^g^  and  can  read  writing,  aJ though  he  cannot  write, 
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MjLzwKLL,  &c.  makes  a  will}  the  legal  presumption  is,  that  he  has  read  and 

Lord  Abercrojmbib. — ^*  The  deceased  was  capable  of  testbg. 
But  he  was  blind,  and  his  hearing  impaired.  The  question  is,  Whe- 
ther these  deeds  were  executed  according  to  law  ?  The  act  1681  pre- 
scribes the  regulations  without  distinction.  If  able  to  read,  the 
presumption  is,  that  he  has  read  it  But  in  the  case  of  a  blind  rnsn, 
the  witnesses  and  notaries  must  be  satisfied  that  authority  b  gireo; 
and  no  other  method  but  reading  can  be  admitted,  and  the  identitj 
must  be  clear.  The  inconrenience  of  publishing  settlements  of  thii 
nature,  is  much  oyerbalanced  by  the  advantages  to  the  law,  and  to 
the  rights  of  indiyiduals.  The  deeds  here  were  worse  than  if  thej 
had  not  been  read  at  alL  They  were  purposely  misread.  I  am, 
therefore,  for  reducing  the  deeds,  as  not  sufficiently  read  and  ex- 
plained  eren  independently  of  fraud.  But  there  is  eyidenoe  of  fiand 
besides.** 

Lord  Justice  Clrrk. — "  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  as  to  capocitf. 
Regarding  the  objection  as  to  the  execution  of  the  deeds.  Upon  look- 
ing  into  them,  a  point  of  law  occurs,  namely,  that  where  writing  is  esMft- 
tial  any  defect  in  them  cannot  be  supplied  by  parole  eridence.  If  the 
deed  is  not  formal,  it  is  null  and  yoid.  Li  the  case  of  a  person  pos- 
sessed of  all  his  faculties  and  senses,  there  is  no  occasion  for  readiiy 
the  deed.  But  where  he  cannot  sign,  he  must  hare  notaries;  and 
the  whole  must  be  read  oyer  and  done  unico  coniextu.  Nothhi^ 
can  be  taken  upon  the  authority  of  another,  eren  if  it  woe  prand 
by  two  witnesses,  that  one  or  other  of  them  had  authority.  Suppoie 
both  the  notaries  had  read  the  deed  in  another  room^  this  is  aot 
enough ;  for  when  they  came  before  the  witnesses,  another  deed  may 
be  substituted.  The  docquet,  therefore,  ought  to  bear  that  it  mi 
read,  otherwise  there  is  no  legal  evidence  of  its  being  the  deed  of 

the  party." 

Lord  Monboddo. — *'  The  necessity  of  reading  implied.  The  deedi 

were  not  read  sufficiently  here ;  and  the  case  is  the  same  as  if  the  tes- 

tator  was  deaf  as  well  as  blind.*' 

Lord  Swinton.* — ^'  I  am  of  the  same  opinion." 

Lord  President. — ^^  Of  same  opinion;  but  not  essential  that 

the  notary's  docquet  should  bear  that  they  were  read." 
Lord  Drbohorn. — ^^  Of  same  opinion  with  Lord  Monboddo.'* 
Lord  Eskgrove. — *'  Whatever  was  his  intention^  it  was  not  exe- 
cuted in  a  proper  manner ;  but  the  assignation  of  the  debt  due  hf 

Boss  seems  to  be  in  different  circumstances." 
'''  The  Court  reduce  the  whole  deeds  under  challenge."— FresidcBt 

Campbell's  Session  Papers,  vol.  67. 
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understands  the  writings.  When  a  party  defective  in  sight  is       1794. 
obliged  to  sign  by  notaries,  the  presamption  is,  that  the  in-  ■■ 

stmment  has  been  dictated  by  him,  and  read  or  explained  to    ">^^™^* 
him  by  the  notaries.    In  either  case  the  witnesses  are  only  mazwelLi  &c. 
called  to  the  signing.    When  he  signs  himself,  they  are  wit- 
nesses to  his  subscription.    When  he  signs  by  notaries,  thoy 
are  witnesses  to  the  notaries'  attestation.     In  no  case  is  it 
necessary  to  read  the  deed  to  him  in  presence  and  hearing 
of  the  attesting  witnesses.    It  may  be  expedient  to  do  so, 
in  order  that  they  may  bear  witness  of  the  fact  in  case  of  a 
challenge,  and  if  they  swear  that  the  deed  was,  in  point  of 
fact,  read,  then  there  is  an  end  to  every  objection.    This  is 
jost  precisely  the  situation  of  the  deeds  now  challenged. 
It  would  be  truly  impolitic  and  unjust  to  allow,  after  an  in- 
terval of  time,  any  inquiry  into  uncertain  and  fanciful  spe- 
culations, as  to  whether  the  deed,  when  read,  was  so  read 
as  not  be  understood  by  the  deceased.    No  doubt,  when 
the  deed  is  impeached  on  fraud,  every  inquiry  is  legitimate, 
but  still  the  question  always  is,  and  will  be:  Whether,  by  the 
way  in  which  the  business  was  conducted,  a  fraud  was  actually 
perpetrated,  not  whether  one  was  possible?    In  the  pre- 
sent case,  after  the  most  searching  scrutiny,  not  a  ves- 
tige of  fraud  is  traceable   to  the   appellant.     The  proof 
of  such  allegation,  which  lies  on  the  party  asserting  or  affirm- 
ing it,  has  therefore  entirely  failed.    2nd,  Then  again,  as 
to  the  deceased's  capacity,  it  is  proved  incontrovertibly,  that, 
down  to  the  period  of  his  death,  he  was  in  possession  of 
such  strength  of  mind  as  well  enabled  him  to  direct  how  his 
fortune  should  be  disposed  of;  this,  coupled  with  his  proof 
of  good  sense,  his  memory  and  attention,  and  anxiety  in  re- 
gard to  his  money  affairs,  and  their  settlement  after  his 
death,  entirely  disproved  this  part  of  the  case.    3d,  The 
only  question  which  then  remains  is,  whether  the  deeds  set 
forth  the  genuine  will  and  intention  of  the  deceased  ?  Now, 
as  there  is  no  pretence  for  saying  that  he  actually  died,  or 
intended  to  die  intestate,  and  when  there  is  so  much  col- 
lateral evidence  in  letters,    apart  altogether  from  these 
deeds,  to  show  that  his  intention  always  was  to  give  the  ap- 
pellant the  fee  of  his  estates,  the  deeds  ought  to  stand. 
Bj  the  Court  refusing  to  admit  Mr  Currie  as  a  witness,  the 
appellant  has  been  deprived  of  evidence  duly  tendered  by 
her,  which  would  not  only  have  established  her  husband's 
capacity,  but  would  have  explained  some  of  the  letters  and 
other  writings  produced  in  the  cause. 
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1795.  Pleaded  far  the  Respondent. — ^Mr  Lowthian,  though  not 

entirely  deprived    of  nnderatanding,  yet,  besides   being 


BcrT^iNo^  CO  ^^^^^  ^^^  almost  deaf,  was  so  far  impaired  in  his  mental  fa- 
V,         culties,  as  to  be  an  easy  prey  to  such  as  meant  to  impose 

MAOKBNziE.  upQQ  him  •  and  certain  persons,  who  had  insinuated  them- 
selyes  into  his  confidence,  concerted  a  plan  for  deceiving  him 
in  regard  to  his  settlements.  But  these  settlements  being 
executed  in  such  a  manner,  in  point  of  form,  as  not*  to  be 
read  so  as  to  be  understood,  and  no  mention  being  made  in  the 
notary's  docquet  of  the  reading  of  the  deeds,  the  same  were 
null  and  Toid  in  law.  And  the  Court  below  adjudged  rightly, 
in  refusing  the  examination  of  the  appeUant's  agent  as  a 
witness  on  her  behalf,  because  he  was  an  incompetent  wit* 
ness  according  to  the  law  of  Scotland. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

*  Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained 

of  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Sir  J.  Scott^  J.  Anetruther,  Wnu  Hanyman. 
For  Respondent,  W.  Grant,  Geo.  Ferguson. 


Thb  York  Buildings  Company,    .         .        AppeUanit; 

Alexander  Mackenzie,  .  BespondenL 

• 

House  of  Lords,  13th  May  1795. 

Judicial  Sale — Common  Agent  —  Disabilitt  to  PuRCHiflE — 
Fraud— -HoMOLOQATiON. — Held,  that  a  common  agent,  in  a  rank- 
ing and  Bale,  cannot  purchase  the  estates  sold  under  the  iaiikiii|g 
for  his  own  aocount,  though  at  a  public  jadicial  auction,  and  ssfe 
reduced,  though  he  had  been  in  possession  unchallenged  for  thir- 
teen years. 

The  estates  in  Scotland,  belonging  to  the  Tork  Buildings 
Company,  being  brought  to  a  ranking  and  sale,  under  the 
authority  of  the  acts  of  Parliament,  a  part  of  them,  consist- 
ing of  the  estates  of  Seaton,  &c.,  was  purchased  by  the  re- 
spondent at  a  judicial  auction,  he  being  the  common  agent 
in  the  ranking  and  sale.    The  sale  was  reported  to  and  con* 


1795. 
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finned  by  a  decree  of  the  Court ;  the  respondent  paid  the 
purchase-money,  had  got  charter  from  the  Crown  on  his 
decree  of  sale,  was  infeft»  and  had  been  for  eleven  years  in    j.^^  yobk 
the  qniet  possession  of  the  estate,  without  any  objection  bi^i^^^ncsco. 
stated  by  any  one  to  the  validity  of  the  sale,  and  had  ex-  kackxkzxb. 
pended  large  sums  in  buildings  and  other  improvements, 
when  the  present  action  of  reduction  was  brought  to  set 
aside  the  sale. 

The  grounds  of  the  reduction  were,  1st,  That  the  respond- 
ent was  disabled  by  law  from  purchasing,  he  being  the  com- 
mon agent  who  conducted  the  proceedings  in  the  ranking 
of  the  appellants'  creditors  and  sale  of  their  estates.  2nd, 
That  he  had  acted  fraudulently  in  concealing  the  value  of 
the  estate,  or  did  not  sufficiently  promulgate  its  advantages. 
That  he  formed  combinations  to  prevent  others  from  bidding 
at  or  attending  the  sale,  in  order  to  secure  it  to  himself; 
and,  3d,  That  he  was  guilty  of  neglect  of  his  duty,  as  com- 
mon  agent  at  the  sale,  in  allowing  the  estate  to  be  knocked 
down  to  himself,  and  not  moving  for  an  adjournment,  in  or- 
der to  give  opportunity  to  other  bidders  to  appear. 

In  defence,  the  respondent  pleaded,  Ist,  That  there  was 

no  law  declaring  the  common  agent  in  a  ranking  and  sale 

disqualified  from  purchasing  such  estate  at  a  public  judicial 

auction.    2nd,  That  fraud  was  totally  groundless,  and  the 

sale  fair,  open,  and  a  large  price  given.    3d,  That  though 

the  appellants  vnshed  an  adjournment  of  the  sale,  yet,  that 

the  circumstances  did  not  warrant  such  adjournment ;  and 

acquiescence  for  so  many  years  in  the  sale,  by  the  appellants 

and  their  creditors,  is  a  sufficient  bar  against  the  plea  of 

disability. 
After  proof  and  much  discussion,  the   Court  came,   at 

first'' advising,  to  be  of  opinion  that  the  sale  was  unex- 
ceptionable, by  interlocutor  of  6th  December  1791.  •     But, 


*  Opinions  of  Judges  on  pronouncing  the  different  interlocutors. 

InterlocuUyri  6th  JDeaember  1791. 

Lord  Ankervillb. — "  There  is  an  unbounded  confidence  placed  in 
writers.  It  likewise  falls  within  the  justice  of  this  Court,  on  the 
one  hand,  to  inflict  exemplary  punishment  on  them  If  found  in  the 
imrong,  and  to  protect  them  if  in  the  right. 

'*  I  am  happy  to  have  been  able  to  form  a  satisfactory  opinion  for 
assoilziDg  the  defender  in  this  case.  There  is  no  room  for  distin- 
guishing between  the  upset  price,  at  which  the  estates  were  set  up 
for  sale,  under  the  direction  of  Mr.  Mackenzie,  as  common  agent, 
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1795.       on  reclaiming  petition,  the  Court  altered,  and  in  respeet 
that  Mr.  Mackenzie  was  common  agent  in  the  sale,  thej  re- 


THB  YORK    duced  the  same,  by  interlocutor,  on  6th  July  1792.     And 

BiriLDINGS  CO.  ^       J  '  J 

V,         finally,  on  reclaiming  petition  for  Mackenzie,  the  Court  pro- 

MACKENZIE.    . 

and  the  competition  price.    The  question  is,  Was  it  wrong  for  the 
defender,  as  common  agent,  to  be  purchaser  at  the  sale? 

''  Second  point,  Whether  there  was  fraud  in  his  so  doing  ?  seems  a 
late  thought.  There  was  nothiug  wrong  in  the  preliminary  steps 
taken  by  him  in  the  sale ;  and  the  whole  evidence  on  this  point  of 
fraud  is  a  mass  of  contradiction.  It  is  evident  we  cannot  take  it 
against  what  is  a£Foided  by  the  record  of  the  &ct8  made  at  the 
roup." 

Lord  Dunsinnan.— ''  I  am  of  the  contrary  opinion.    I  admit  that 
there  was  nothing  firaudulent  in  the  defender  s  conduct,  and  that  he 
has  been  unjustly  charged.    Here  the  creditors  were  pressing,  (and 
it  was  necessary  to  effect  a  sale  in  order  to  satisfy  them.) — Tide 
Lord  Colville*s  evidence.    The  defender  had  money  to  lay  out ;  and, 
in  my  opinion,  there  is  nothing  in  the  circumstance  of  the  rental  to 
show  that  any  undue  advantage  was  taken.    I  lay  the  testimony  of 
Braidwood  aside  altogether,  and  lay  my  opinion  upon  the  duty  of  a 
common  agent     His  business  as  to  the  sale  is,  to  make  the  sub- 
jects produce  as  much  as  possible.    The  inddents  at  the  sale  are  like> 
wise  to  be  taken  into  view.    The  admitted  facts  are,  that  on  the  dsj 
of  sale,  precisely  at  the  hour  of  four,  the  estate  was  exposed.    Tlie 
advertisement  says  between  four  and  six  o'clock.    There  is  also  the 
neglect  of  inserting  a  short  advertisement  in  the  Mercury.    It  was 
his  duty  to  procure  the  highest  price.  A  common  agent  may  pnneliase 
where  there  is  a  competition ;  but  the  offering  the  upset  price  pro* 
motes  nothing.'' 

Lord  Drbghobn. — ^'  There  is  an  alternative  conclusion  in  the 
summons,  raised  for  restitution  or  damages." 

'^  As  to  the  first  and  general  point,  I  have  no  idea  that  the  com* 
mon  ageut  may  not  purchase  at  a  judicial  sale,  although  this  may 
depend  on  circumstances.    Mr.  Corrie's  opinion  is  sound;  and  I 
am  persuaded,  that  if  he  (the  common  agent)  had  been  desired  to 
set  up  the  estate  again  he  would  have  done  it.    I  am,  therefore,  for 
overruliug  the  general  objection.     But  we'll  watch  his  conduct  with 
a  jealous  eye ;  but  as  to  his  conduct  previous  to  the  sale,  I  am  of 
the  same  opinion  with  Taylor,  (a  witness).    As  to  Braidwood,  (sdo- 
ther  witness,)  it  is  a  mistake  to  put  it  (his  testimony^  on  perjoiy* 
The  defender  did  not  deceive  him  in  any  way.    No  ground  tbeie> 
fore  for  fraud;  yet  the  defender  has  not  done  his  utmost;  ssdl 
must  give  the  opinion  that  Taylor  declines  to  give,  and  think  he 
ought  to  be  decerned  to  pay  the  additional  price,  which  we  see  would 
have  been  given.    Tbe  pursuer  demands  equity,  and  we  must  gire 
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nounced  this  interlootttor,  "  they  repel  the  reasons  of  reduc-       1795. 
"  tioD,  sustain  the  defence,  assoilzie  the  defender,  and  de-    — - 


"  cem :  And,  in  respect,  one  of  the  reasons  of  redaction  was^  J°*  I^f^ 

*  BUUiDIMGo  CO* 

''  a  charge  of  fraud  against  the  defender,  find  the  pursuers  v. 

HACIEMZIR. 

— Mar.  8, 1793. 

it  him.    £i^,  we  are  not  to  deprire  him,  (common  agent)  of  his 
estate  altogether,  after  a  possession  of  thirteen  years. 

'*  The  second  lot  was  knocked  down  when  the  defender  himself 
desired  Mr  Taylor  to  stop  the  hammer.  Ergo,  the  lot  ought  to  haye 
been  set  up  again.  I  am  for  giving  no  expenses  on  either  side,  as 
the  chaige  of  fraud  is  groundless." 

Lord  Bockvili<b. — **Braidwood  is  clearly  mistaken.  There  is 
no  eridence  of  finaud ;  and  there  appears  to  have  been  a  great  deal 
of  actiTity  on  the  part  of  the  defender." 

Lord  Justice  Clbbk. — ^  There  is  not  sufficient  eyidence  to  sup- 
port a  chaige  of  firaud.  The  question  turns  entirely  upon  the  duty 
of  common  agents.  This  office  implies  trust  and  confidence,  and 
cTeiy  mandate  implies  it.  It  is  in  his  power  to  do  great  good  or  to 
do  great  harm,  to  the  other  parties  concerned. 

^Erery  trust  is  of  the  most  sacred  kind,  and  must  be  exer- 
cised with  chastity  and  purity.  There  ought  to  be  no  clashing 
between  duty  and  self-interest  A  trustee  is  not  entitled  to  take 
eren  those  adrantages  which  a  stranger  may  take.  His  daty»  as 
to  the  sale,  is  to  bring  the  highest  price.  But  a  purchaser's  ob« 
ject  is  to  pay  the  least,  I  do  not  go  on  the  parole  eyidence  that 
has  been  adduced,  but  upon  the  record  of  the  sale  and  the  written 
eyidence.  »His  own  letters  show  that  he  thought  the  upset  price 
was  below  the  yalue.  He  knew  that  Lot  was  worth  £14,000  or 
£15,000.  Ergo,  he  got  an  exorbitant  adyantage.  Suppose  he 
himself  was  not  to  offer,  and  that  he  knew  that  there  was  just  one  man 
in  the  room  who  would  haye  got  it  at  the  upset  price,  his  duty  was 
to  moye  the  Ordinary  to  adjourn.  If  none  but  himself,  and  he  had 
lain  bye  (from  offering)  it  would  haye  been  adjourned  of  course. 
I  do  not  approye  of  the  concession,  that  he  may  purchase  where  a 
competition  takes  place.  It  is  easy  to  get  a  friend  to  offer.  Hence, 
the  disability  must  be  general.  The  proof  led  here,  though  insuf- 
ficient to  proye  fraud,  shows  that  these  things  are  possible." 

Lord  Moi«boddo. — **  I  was  the  judge  at  the  roup.  The  sale 
just  went  on  as  usual ;  and  it  must  haye  been  at  least  half  after 
foor  o'clock  before  the  Ist  lot  was  called  out.  I  think  there  is  no* 
thing  in  law  to  disable  a  common  agent  from  purchasing  the  estate 
at  a  public  roup.  But  the  question  is  as  to  his  conduct  in  this  par- 
ticular instance.  He  knew  that  Braidwood  was  to  bid,  and  asked 
if  Braidwood  had  come.  It  was  his  duty  then  to  moye  for  an 
adjournment,  or  delay  the  sale  for  sometime  that  night,  and  the 
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1795.       <<  liable  in  the  expenses  of  the  defender's  proof,  and  ordain 
"  an  account  thereof  to  be  given  in;  but  find  they  are  not 


BDiLDiNGrco. "  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^^7  ©xpenso  of  process."    (Vide  bottom  note). 
V.  Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  waa  bronght. 


HACKSNZIB. 


SeBsion     judge  would  haye  complied.    See  answers  by  the  defender  to  the 
Papers*      condescendence^  where  he  seems  to  put  the  cause  on  that  issue.'* 

Lord  Eskoroye. — ^^  As  to  the  abstract  question  of  law,  a  com- 
mon agent  is  not  ipso  facio  disqualified  from  purchasing  at  the  jo- 
dicial  sale  which  he  manages.  But  there  ought  to  be  such  a  law. 
When  done,  it  must  be  without  collusion.  As  to  the  spedal  fiids 
in  this  case,  I  cannot  discredit  Braidwood*s  eyidence,  without  sop* 
posing  peijuijy  but  it  is  contradicted  in  eyery  circumstance,  and  I  most 
lay  him  aside.  The  defender  knew  that  he  was  to  be  an  offerer  for 
the  first  lot,  and  it  was  rather  an  early  hour,  half  after  four  o'dock, 
before  first  lot  struck  off.  But  he  ought  to  haye  moyed  an  adjourn- 
ment^ 

Lord  Hailbs. — ^^  I  am  for  assoilzing  the  defender." 

Lord  President  gaye  his  opinion  at  yery  great  length,  (vide 
Sess.  Papers).  He  said  that, — "  This  challenge  was  maintained  on 
two  grounds. — Ist,  On  the  general  argument  taken  from  the  duty  of 
a  common  agent,  and  the  nature  of  his  trust  2d,  Upon  special 
circumstances  upon  which  fraudulent  conduct  was  inferred."  (He 
then  describes  the  nature  of  the  office  of  a  common  agent,  and  his 
duties  in  regard  to  the  particular  estate  over  the  sale  of  which  he 
was  appointed  to  act  and  preside,  and  then  proceeds)  : — 

"  But  the  case  of  a  judicial  sale  is  yery  different ;  for  there  the  com- 
mon agent,  holding  him  to  be  a  trustee  or  tutor,  in  the  stricter 
sense,  is  not  aucior  in  rem  suam  when  he  purchases  fiuriy  at  the 
judicial  sale.  His  right  flows  firom  this  Court,  and  his  own  antho- 
rity  is  out  of  the  question. 

*^  If  his  precedent  duty  has  been  fiuthfnlly  performed,  there  seems 
to  be  little  in  principle  as  in  positive  law  for  hairing  his 
offer  as  a  purchaser  at  the  judicial  roup,  for  at  the  moment  of  die 
sale  he  has  no  duty  incompatible  with  it  His  functions  are  at  w 
end,  or  suspended,  quoad  the  sale ;  and  the  business  is  then  in  thehands 
of  the  judge  alone,  whose  duty  it  is  to  take  care  that  eyeiytfaing  is 
fairly  conducted  at  that  period* 

^*  It  is  believed  there  is  no  common  law  rule  any  where  else,  against 
the  exposer  being  himself  an  offerer,  even  at  a  voluntary  sale,  thon^ 
with  us  it  has  been  found  illegal,  7th  Aug.  17o3,  Gray  v.  Stuart  &c. 
(Mor.  p.  9560).  But.  the  case  of  a  public  judicial  sale  is  very  difie- 
rent    Emere  possunt  quilibd  non  prohUtiii,  Yoet  lib.  xxviii.,  tit  18. 

^*  The  common  agent,  no  doubt,  is  bound  also  in  duty  to  watch 
over  the  proceedings,  even  at  the  moment  of  the  sale ;  but  be  has 
nothing  in  his  power  at  that  period,  other  than  publicly  suggest* 
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Pleaded  for  the  Appellants. — The  sale  in  question  was  ipso       1795. 
jure  void  and  nnll^  because  the  respondent,  from  his  office 
of  common  agent,  was  under  a  disability  and  incapacity 


THB  TOAK 
BUIliBnfGSCO. 

which  precluded  him  from  being  a  purchaser.    The  office  of         o. 


MACKSNZn. 


ing  to  the  judge  if  anything  appears  to  be  wrong  in  the  pro- 
cedure ;  buty  in  the  nature  of  the  thing,  there  can  be  nothing  wrong 
in  offers  being  publicly  made  by  intending  purchasers,  if  these  are 
not  under  the  upset  price ;  and  there  seems  to  be  no  implied  restraint 
against  the  common  agent  from  the  nature  of  the  duty  which  he  has 
then  to  perform,  more  than  against  any  indifferent  person. 

<'  Whether  the  judge  himself  lies  under  any  restraint,  is  a  ques- 
tion upon  which  a  learned  ciyilian  has  written  a  particular  treatisci 
▼iz.  MeUkeus  de  Audionibuty  lib,  1,  cap,  10,  N.  2,  S^e.  But  there 
is  eyidently  more  doubt  as  to  the  judge,  because  he  would  thereby 
make  himself  both  judge  and  party;  and  although  there  are  many  in- 
stances of  judges  of  this  court  baling  become  purchasers  at  judicial 
sales,  it  is  belieTed  that  in  such  instances  the  judge  has  declined 
sitting  in  Court  when  the  sale  was  reported ;  and  probably  there  is 
no  instance  of  the  Ordinary  himself  being  a  purchaser. 

'^  It  was  admitted  in  the  pleading  that  in  case  of  competition,  t.  e. 
where  other  offerers  appeared,  the  common  agent  might  be  the 
purchaser.  This  of  itself  shows  that  he  lies  under  no  general  in- 
capacity, and  therefore,  that  we  necessarily  must  hare  recourse  to 
circumstances.  The  distinction  aimed  at  between  purchasing  in 
competition,  and  at  the  upset  price  on  first  exposure,  would  scarcely 
be  proper  to  be  admitted  as  a  general  rule.  It  would  be  easy  to 
manage  matters  so  as  to  make  a  seeming  competition  without  the 
reality;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  it  maj,  and  does  often  happen,  that  the 
upset  price  is  the  lull  value,  and  that  the  purchase  at  the  first  ex* 
posure  is  unexceptionable.  A  distinction  of  that  kind  would  be  ar- 
bitrary and  unreasonable.  The  matter  cannot  be  extricated  with- 
out either  a  total  disqualification,  or  none  at  all. 

*'  The  offers  made  by  the  defender  appear  to  haye  been  attended 
with  benefit  to  the  Company  in  three  instances,  viz.,  the  third  lot 
of  Seaton,  which  yields  £100  more  than  it  would  bare  done  if  the 
defender  8  offers  were  struck  out  The  first  lot  of  Tranent,  where  a 
difference  of  £400  was  produced  by  the  joint  purchase,  in  which 
the  defender  was  concerned,  and  the  purchase  of  Gallender,  where 
it  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that  the  defender's  conduct  was  even 
meritorious.  In  the  case  of  judicial  sales  at  the  instance  of 
apparent  heirs,  it  has  been  found  that  the  pursuer  is  a  trustee  for  the 
creditors,  but  this  does  not  hinder  him  from  being  himself  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  upset  price. 

*'  Incapacities  are  not  to  be  stretched,  nor  inferred  by  implication. 
But  here,  as  far  as  analogy  goes>  it  is  against  the  rule  contended  for. 
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^79^«       common  ^gent,  in  a  ranking  and  sale,  infers  a  natural  disa* 

bility,  which,  ex  vi  termini^  imports  the  highest  legal  disa- 

BuiLDiNGfl  CO,  hility,  because  a  law  which  flows  from  nature,  being  founded 

V*  on  the  reason  and  nature  of  the  thing,  is  paramount  to  all 

MACKENZIE. 

'i        ■  ■    ■■  '  '  " 

Practice  is  likewise  against  it.  See  the  instances  which  hare  been 
discoTered  on  a  search.  (Note  or  list  of  authorities  lodged  in  pro- 
cess, bj  order  of  the  Court). 

**  If  expediency  requires  an  alteration,  it  must  be  done  bj  some 
positive  rule  in  future^  and  not  having  a  retrospect. 

'*  Some  such  disability  is  to  be  found  in  the  dvU  kw ;  (Voet  fib. 
18,  tit.  1,  §  10) ;  likewise  our  act  1695,  for  obviating  the  frauds  of 
apparent  heirs,  and  the  act  of  Sederunt,  1708,  concamiDg  fiictors. 

^^  The  defender  communicated  his  intention  to  Mr.  Taylor  aad 
Mr.  Hepburn,  and  it  did  not  strike  them  that  there  was  anything 
wrong,  nor  does  it  seem  to  have  occurred  to  any  of  the  agents  pre- 
sent, that  there  was  a  disqualification,  nor  to  Lord  Monboddo^  the 
judge,  nor  to  the  whole  Court,  when  the  sale  was  reported.  The  agents 
for  the  creditors,  particularly  the  preferable  ones,  who  were  pressing 
for  their  payment,  were  entitled  to  hold  him  by  his  offer. 

'^  This  holds  to  the  2d  branch  of  the  cause,  and  here  it  is  £ur  to 
consider  both  the  defender's  merits  and  alleged  demerits. 

'*  The  researches  made  by  him,  and  report  published,  were  the 
first  lights  which  this  Court  and  the  public  received  into  the  in- 
volved affairs  of  the  Company.  He  refused  to  have  any  concern  in 
acquiring  debts,  or  raising  money  for  creditors,  though  tempting 
offers  were  made,  and  though  other  gentlemen,  members  of  this 
Court,  were  less  scrupulous.  Had  he  entered  into  combinations  pre- 
vious to  the  sales,  to  keep  off  purchasers,  and  to  secure  to  himself 
and  others  the  estates,  or  parts  of  them,  at  the  lowest  values,  these 
would  have  been  fatal  to  his  cause.  An  instance  of  this  kind  oe- 
cured  some  years  ago,  where  a  joint  purchase,  in  ccmsequence  of 
previous  agreement  among  different  intending  offerers,  buying  off 
one  another,  was,  to  a  certain  extent,  set  aside.  (Murray  of  firoii|^ 
ton,  1st  March  1783.  Mor.  p.  9567.) 

*'  The  joint  purchase  in  this  case,  of  the  first  lot  of  Tranent  in 
consequence  of  an  agreement  subsequent  to  adjournment,  is  liable  to 
no  such  objection,  as  it  had  the  effect  of  raising  the  price.** 

^*  The  division  of  the  estate  into  lots,  and  bringing  forward  the 
sale  of  Winton,  in  the  first  place,  is  well  accounted  for,  and  ma  a^ 
proved  of  by  the  Court  The  creditors  were  clamorous  for  tfaeir 
money ;  it  was  necessary  that  some  one  part  of  the  estates  or  other 
should  be  first  exposed.  There  was  then  no  prospect  of  an  end  to 
the  war,  or  to  an  immediate  rise  in  the  value  of  land.  PiefenUe 
creditors  were  not  obliged  to  wait.  Winton  was  the  most  salesUeb 
from  its  situation ;  but  setting  up  the  whole  at  once,  or  even  in 
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positive  law.    The  principle  is  obvious.    He  cannot  be  both        1795. 

jadge  and  party.    He  cannot  be  both  seller  at  a  roup  and    ' 

buyer;  he  cannot  serve  two  masters.     And  he  that  is  en-  »J"rI!lo^ 

•^  '  BUILDINGS  CO* 

tmsted  with  the  interest  of  others  ought  not  to  make  that  v, 

XACKKNZXS. 


lai^e  baronies,  would  have  been  imprudeat,  as  there  were  few 
monied  men  then  looking  after  large  purchases,  their  money  being 
otherwise  employed.  Mr.  Mackenzie  acted  in  this,  by  the  advice  of 
intelligent  men. 

'*  As  to  what  passed  at  the  sale  itself,  the  hour  must  hare  been 
fixed  by  the  judge.  It  was  within  the  time  limited  by  the  Court, 
and  every  person  of  business  knows,  that  as  it  depends  on  the  judge 
himself,  at  what  precise  hour  within  that  limited  time  he  will  take 
his  seat,  so  it  was  incumbent  on  every  person  intending  to  offer,  to 
inquire  either  at  the  clerk  to  the  process,  or  at  the  Ordinary's  clerk, 
what  hour  the  judge  had  fixed.  This  was  no  operation  of  the  de- 
fender's, but  of  other  ofiicial  persons. 

**In  general,  the  time  for  the  sale  was  the  most  proper  of  any, 
being  the  middle  of  the  winter  session j  when  all  men  of  business  are 
daily  attending  on  the  Court;  and  neither  their  own  negligence,  nor 
the  punctuality  of  the  judge,  can  be  stated  as  a  ground  of  complaint. 

'*  After  the  Court  was  assembled  for  the  business  of  this  sale,  the 
record  itself  bears  that  all  the  preliminaries  were  duly  gone  through, 
and  the  usual  proclamations  made. 

"  The  parole  evidence  of  what  was  done  and  said,  and  at  what 
precise  moment  of  time,  at  such  a  distant  period,  cannot  be  trusted. 
It  would  be  most  dangerous  to  admit  of  such  a  proof.  The  presump- 
tion is  omnia  rite  actOf  and  the  manifold  contrarieties  in  this  part 
of  the  evidence  must  prove  decisive  against  the  whole.  One  of  the 
witnesses,  David  Wight,  (p.  157,  B.)  says  that  the  defender,  when 
the  first  or  second  lot  was  under  exposure,  moved  the  judge  to  order 
it  to  be  knocked  down  ;  were  this  fact  tnie»  it  would  be  the  strong- 
est of  any  in  the  proof;  but  it  is  totally  incredible,  and  not  sup- 
ported, although  it  must  have  attracted  the  notice  of  every  man  in 
the  room.  The  judge  himself,  when  the  defender  was  declared  pur- 
chaser^ would  have  ordered  the  lot  to  be  exposed  again.  (See  Ro- 
bertson, p.  118,  £). 

'*  In  short,  there  is  no  sufficient  evidence  of  any  thing  unusual 
having  happened  ;  and  it  seems  to  have  been  mere  accident  that 
the  defender  got  the  two  first  lots  at  the  upset  price.  Had  he  not 
ofiTered  for  these,  it  is  probable  that  he  would  have  bid  for  the  two 
adjourned  lots,  and  got  them  at  the  same  rate.  There  must  always 
be  some  one  lot  placed  first,  and  some  one  last,  unless  they  are  all 
set  np  together ;  and  it  would  be  equally  absurd  to  cut  off  the  first 
lot,  or  the  first  two  lots,  upon  the  idea  of  their  not  being  exposed, 

VOL.  111.  2  c 
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1795.       business  an  object  of  interest  to  himself;  and  as  one  who 

""■"""""    has  the  power  will  be  too  ready  to  use  it,  as  an  opportnnity 

BUILDINGS  GO.  ^^^  sorving  his  own  interest  at  the  expense  of  those  for  whom 

«•         he  is  instructed  to  act,  no  such  purchase  so  made  bj  him 

MACKBMZIB. 

as  it  would  be  to  abolish  the  first  hour,  or  the  first  half  hour  of  the 
business. 

*^  The  strongest  passage  in  the  whole  eyidence  against  the  de- 
fender, is  what  appears  in  the  deposition  of  Mr.  Taylor,  (p.  193), 
that  he  could  not  rest  the  night  after  the  sale,  from  apprehension  lest, 
the  defender  haying  purchased  these  lots  without  any  competitor,  it 
might  be  ascribed  to  some  preTious  plan  or  design  to  which  the  de- 
ponent might  be  expected  to  have  an  accession,  &c.  But  the  wit- 
ness yery  plainly  accounts  for  his  own  feelings.  He  was  afrud  of 
reflection  upon  the  defender  and  himself,  and,  therefore,  he  wished 
there  had  been  other  offerers.  But  he  does  not  say,  or  mean  that 
the  defender  had  done  wrong  in  his  opinion.  On  the  contiaiy,  he 
admits  that  he  himself  prompted  him  to  offer  for  the  second  lot 

"  It  was  natural  enough  to  expect  that  there  would  be  reflectioos 
upon  the  defender,  if  it  turned  out  that  he  had  an  adyantage ;  hvt 
it  is  a  different  question  whether  there  is  any  legal  ground  for  de- 
priying  him  of  it,  especially  post  tantum  temporis* 

**  The  delay,  in  not  questioning  the  sale,  by  whateyer  circom- 
stances  it  may  haye  happened,  is  material  in  his  fayour.  A  proteit 
taken  de  recently  a  caveat  entered  against  the  yalidity  of  the  nle. 
An  objection  stated  either  on  the  part  of  postponed  creditors  or  com- 
mon debtor,  when  the  sale  was  reported,  or  as  soon  afier  as  drcom- 
stances  could  be  inquired  into,  might  haye  had  a  different  effect. 
The  postponed  creditors,  whose  agents  were  attending,  though  the 
company  itself  was  absent,  were  supposed  to  haye  the  same  intocst 
then  that  the  common  debtor  is  understood  to  haye  now.  Why 
was  there  nothing  done  till  the  first  strange  edition  of  the  sammooa 
was  executed  in  1 784,  and  why  was  it  then  abandoned  for  fiye  or 
six  years  longer  ? 

*^  Matters  are  scarcely  entire,  because,  independent  of  that  sort  of 
title  which  arises  from  long  possession  and  acquiescence,  there  is  a 
great  hardship  in  stirring  a  question  of  this  kind  at  a  distance  of 
time,  and  it  is  yery  difficult  to  separate  one's  ideas  of  present  yafaw 
and  increasing  adyantages,  from  those  which  would  haye  taken  place 
recently,  had  the  matter  then  come  to  issue.  We  haye  clear  proof 
that  the  yalue  of  land  in  market,  was  yery  different  then  from  what 
it  is  now ;  and  besides,  there  is  a  certain  degree  of  jealousy  which 
attends  the  situation  of  a  man,  who  has  by  accident,  obtained  a  con- 
siderable adyantage  in  any  transaction  with  another,  and  there  are 
ways  and  means  of  raising  a  cry,  which,  eyen  when  ill  founded,  sel- 
dom fsdls  to  make  some  impression. 
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OQght  to  have  the  countenance  or  support  of  law.    The       1795. 
danger  and  temptation,  from  the  facilitj  and  advantages  for 


doing  wrong,  which  a  particular  situation  a£FbrdSy  does,  out  bmldikgs'co. 
of  mere  necessity  of  the  case,  work  a  disqualification,  nothing  «• 

XACIUMZIE. 

I—  -  mm  I  I    Mll^         I  Mill      ^^^*^  I     *■  ■  ■■  ■■  11     ■!  ■  l^^^M^M^.^,^^ 

'*  It  maj  be  very  expedient  to  make  a  regulation  in  future,  in 
order  to  remove  even  a  temptation  of  doing  wrong  in  the  case  of  a 
common  agent,  as  was  done  in  the  case  of  factors,  and  by  the  act 
1695,  in  the  case  of  apparent  heirs ;  but  such  regulation  cannot 
justly  hare  a  retrospect  It  is  enough  to  say  that  the  present  case  is 
not  reached  either  by  positive  regulation,  or  by  common  law ;  though, 
at  the  sametime,  the  defender's  character  of  common  agent,  is  so 
&r  to  be  attended  to,  that  if  the  smallest  slip  appears  in  his  conduct, 
or  even  irregularity  imputable  to  him,  this  ought  to  be  taken  hold  of 
as  decisive  against  him ;  but  when  the  proof  (in  this  case)  is  mi- 
nutely dissected,  it  amounts  to  nothing  of  the  kind,  and  therefore  he 
ought  to  be  assoilzied.'* 

"  Sustain  the  sales,  assoilzie  the  defender,  and  find  pursuer  liable 
in  expense  of  proof." 

**For  reducing  the  sale, — ^Justice  Clerk,  Eskgrove,  Monboddo, 
Dunsinnan.  For  assoiizlng, — Ankerville,  Dreghom,  RockviUe, 
Hailes,  the  Lord  President.'* 

Interlocutor  6th  July  1792. 

Lord  President. — (Vide  former  notes). — *'  A  total  voidance,  to 
the  effect  of  exposing  the  lands  of  new,  when  they  have  acquired  a 
new  and  much  higher  value,  would  be  very  unjust  If  there  was 
any  thing,  the  conclusion  for  reparation  and  damages  may  be  at- 
tended to.  Upon  reconsideration,  there  seems  to  be  more  ground 
for  Lord  Dreghom* s  proposition  than  was  at  first  thought.  See 
Murray  v.  M'Whan,  Ist  March  1793,  (Mor.  Die,  p.  9567).  where 
the  very  point  was  considered,  and  the  decision  was  accordingly. 
The  reparation  ought  to  be  such  as  to  do  material  justice  to  all. 
Both  parties  have  studiously  avoided  this  point.  In  the  case  of  vo- 
luntary sales,  although  we  do  not  allow  a  party  to  ofier  for  himself, 
yet,  in  England,  and  other  countries,  it  is  believed  there  is  nothing 
in  law  against  it.  See  act  1773,  c.  50,  §  10.  A  purchase  made  by 
the  party  himself,  may  turn  out  to  be  no  sale  at  all,  but  still  it  is  not 
illegal.  Our  practice  goes  too  far  in  holding  it  to  be  unlawful.  But 
a  purchase  made  by  an  agent,  may  be  held  to  be  for  himself  or  his 
constituent,  according  to  circumstances. 

*^  Taciturnity  and  homologation  still  very  strong,  as  the  (Company) 
estate  was  understood  to  be  bankrupt,  and  still  turns  out  to  be  so, 
and  the  postponed  creditors  do  not  even  appear  yet." 

Lord  Dreghorn. — *'  I  am  for  adhering.    A  public  judicial  sale 
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17d5.        less  than  incapacity,  being  able  to  shat  the  door  against  temp- 
.  tation  where  danger  is  so  imminent.   The  law  has,  therefore, 


THB  TOBK     wisely  guarded  against  such  temptation,  by  interposing  the 
'  bar  of  disability  in  such  situations.     In  the  case  of  Keech 
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18  a  safeguard  ngainst  fraud.  As  to  the  conclusion  of  damages,  the 
pursuer  does  not  insist  on  it.'' 

Lord  Hgndbrland. — **  As  to  one  of  the  lots,  Sir  A.  Hope  and 
Mr.  Walker  were  excluded  firom  information.  Yet  there  are  do 
sufficient  circumstances  of  fraud.  Braidwood  is  mistaken  in  some 
circumstances  ;  but  my  difficulty  is  on  the  other  point.  If  an  agent 
means  to  bid,  he  ought  to  ask  leave  of  his  constituent,  and  have  hii 
consent.  This  does  not  exclude  a  posterior  consent,  even  infefred 
rebus  ipsis  et  factis.  I  am  therefore  for  reducing  upon  the  point  of 
law." 

Lord  Monboddo. — "  1  am  for  annulling''  (the  sale). 

Lord  Abercrombie. — '^The  challenge  is  upon  three  groondB: 
1st,  Legal  incapacity.  2d,  Fraud.  3d,  That  he  has  had  an  un- 
due adyantage,  although  by  accident.  As  to  the  first,  the  act  of 
Sederunt  contains  no  prohibitions.  Mr.  M'Kenzie  acted  onlj  ai 
an  indifferent  party.  Neither  the  judge  of  the  roup,  nor  tlie 
Court  thought  it  wrong.  Sales  at  the  instance  of  apparent  heir, 
and  by  a  factor  for  a  foreign  merchant,  the  agent  may  purchaK 
for  himself.  Eren  if  there  was  an  incapacity  in  a  common  ageit 
purchasing,  it  is  a  question,  whether,  under  all  the  existing  circao- 
stances,  the  creditors  are  now  entitled  to  comply.  Matters  are  not 
now  entire.  The  defender  paid  up  the  price,  and  sale  approred  of.  Hs 
money  was  gone,  and  could  not  turn  it  in  any  other  way.  Sod, 
Ground  of  fraud, — not  proved.  As  to  Sd  point,  it  is  the  nicest 
Had  Hunter  and  Braidwood  been  at  the  sale,  a  higher  price  wooki 
have  been  given  ;  and  the  question  thence  arising  is,  What  shooU 
be  the  effect  of  this  ?  Should  it  be  now  reduced  to  the  effect  of  set- 
ting it  aside  altogether,  and  at  this  distance  of  time  expose  it  again? 
I  rather  think  he  is  not  responsible  for  these  accidents." 

Lord  Dunsinnan — "  I  am  for  reducing.*' 

Lord  Justice  Clerk. — '^  The  common  agent  is  not  like  an  ap- 
parent heir,  for  the  last  acts  for  his  own  behoof,  and  is  entitled  to  do 
so ;  but  an  agent  has  no  such  character.  It  was  his  duty,  as  ageat 
for  the  creditors,  to  make  the  challenge.  It  is  his  business  to  bnng 
the  highest  price.  Charges  of  fraud  not  proved ;  yet  such  tfaingi 
may  be — it  is  in  his  power  to  practice  arts  and  contrivances.'' 

Lord  Eskgroye. — *'  Disqualified  from  bidding  at  all,  whether 
that  true  or  not." 

Lord  SwiNTorv. — <<  I  am  of  the  same  opinion." 

"  Alter,  and  in  respect  Mr.  Mackenzie  was  common  agent  in  the 
sale,  reduce.** 
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V.  Sandford,  Slat  October  1726,  Lord  Chancellor  King  said,       1795. 

**  It  may  seem  hard  that  the  trustee  is  the  only  person  of  all ^ 

"  mankind  who  might  not  have  the  lease ;  but  it  is  very  ^J^^j^Qg  co. 
^*  proper  that  rule  should  be  strictly  pursued,  and  not  in  the  v. 

*•  least  relaxed ;  for  it  is  very  obvious  what  would  be  the   "n^'^^^fn** 

' Equity,  p.  741. 

Interlocutar,  Sth  March  1793. 

Lord  Ankerville. — "  I  am  for  adhering  to  the  first  interlocutor.'* 

Lord  Craig. — '^  I  think  there  was  no  legal  incapacity.  But  his 
capacity  of  common  agent  may  be  joined  to  other  circumstances.  If 
there  be  fraud,  length  of  time  in  making  the^  challenge  would  not 
wipe  it  off.  But  the  circumstances  are  not  sufficient  to  make  out  a 
case  ofjraud.  Independent  of  actual  fraud,  there  may  be  circum- 
stances of  impropriety  in  his  conduct  which  may  be  sufficient  It 
18  here  that  the  difficulty  lies.  But  the  length  of  time  and  acqui- 
escence are  strong  circumstances  on  the  other  side ;  and,  taking  the 
whole  together,  there  is  not  a  sufficient  relevancy." 

Lord  Monboddo. — '*  I  have  altered  my  opinion,  and  am  now 
for  first  interlocutor." 

Lord  Drbgdorn. — *<  I  was  for  a  middle  opinion,  but  this  was  re- 
jected by  the  Court.  The  summons  is  alternative.  I  am  for  the 
first  interlocutor;  but  think  we  ought  to  award  him  to  pay  the  dif. 
ference  in  price.  Clear,  that  being  common  agent  is  no  good  objec- 
tion." 

Lord  Jdsticis  Clerk. — **  I  am  for  the  last  interlocutor." 

Lord  Swimton. — *'  I  admit  that  a  common  agent  may  bid  at  a 
public  roup ;  but  this  was  not  a  public  roup,  quoad  hoc.  He  knew 
that  Braid  wood  was  not  in  the  room,  and  should  have  stopt.  That 
an  agent  may  buy  at  a  public  roup,  is  not  properly  a  rule,  but  an 
exception  from  a  more  general  rule,  that  agents,  trustees,  &c.,  can- 
not acquire  to  himself  the  'subject  of  the  trust." 

Lord  Eskgrovb. — '<  I  am  of  opinion  the  common  agent  cannot 
acquire  for  himself.     Such  is  the  law  of  England.*' 

Lord  Dunsinnan. — "  Of  same  opinion." 

Lord  Prksidbmt. — '*  I  am  for  the  first  interlocutor." 

Lord  Hendbrland — **  The  Roman  law  has  been  misunderstood. 
I  am  for  adbering." 

Lord  Abkrcuombie. — **  I  am  for  the  first  interlocutor.  Had  the 
parties  at  the  time  called  on  ^Ir.  Mackenzie,  to  say,  whether  he 
would  agree  to  pay  what  others  were  ready  to  pay,  namely,  £13,000, 
or  asked  the  estate  to  be  re- ex  posed,  the  Court  would  have  ordered 
him  either  to  do  the  one  or  the  other/* 

"  Alter. — Repel  reasons  of  reduction,  and  find  Mr.  Mackenzie 
entitled  to  the  expenses  of  proof." 

Vide  President  Campbell's  Session  Papers,  Vol.  69. 
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1795.       <«  consequence  of  letting  tmatees  hare  the  leaae  on  a  reiii* 
^'  sal  to  renew  to  cestui  que  tnisf    And  Lord  Ghanoellor 


^J^^^J^";^  Hardwicke,  in  Welpdale  and  Cookson,  in  1747,  sayii,  "He 
V.         *^  would  not  allow  it  to  stand  good,  although  another  penoo, 

Vetr^rR"'  "  ^^^^^  *^®  ^^^  bidder,  bought  it  for  him  at  a  pubKc  Bala 
porta,  vol.  i.,  "  I  know  the  dangerous  consequence ;  nor  is  it  enongh  for 
P-  ^*  "  the  trustee  to  say,  you  cannot  prove  any  fraud,  as  it  is  in 

"  his  own  power  to  conceal  it." 

The  common  agent  in  a  judicial  sale  is  an  office  of  tnut 
in  the  strictest  sense  of  that  terra.  His  office  is  derived 
partly  from  the  creditors  who  elect  him,  and  partly  from  the 
Court,  who  confirm  by  an  act  of  Court,  his  election ;  and 
he  is  responsible  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  his  duties  both 
to  the  one  and  to  the  other ;  and,  consequently,  falls  irithm 
the  rule  of  those  cases.  The  same  principle  was  reoogniied 
in  the  Roman  law ;  and  the  law  of  Scotland  stands  on  the 
same  footing  in  regard  to  the  acts  of  tutors,  guardians,  fac- 
tors, and  trustees,  offices  all  of  them  of  the  same  character 
with  that  of  a  common  agent. 

Pleaded  far  the  Respondent. — The  respondent's  decree  of 
sale,  by  which  he  possesses  the  estate  in  question,  and  whieh 
declares  that  the  sale  had  been  legally  and  orderly  pro- 
ceeded in,  and  adjudging  him  to  be  the  purchaser,  ought  to 
be  a  sufficient  bar  to  this  action.  This  express  dedaratios 
of  the  decree  is  not  words  of  mere  style,  but  a  judgment 
pronounced  on  facts,  stated  to  the  whole  Courts  by  one  of 
their  own  number,  appointed  to  witness  and  direct  the  pro- 
ceedings. As  matter  of  concluded  record,  it  ought  there- 
fore not  to  be  allowed  to  be  redargued  even  if  that,  inp<ttnt 
of  fact,  were  possible,  by  lesser  or  parole  testimony,  as  both 
incompetent  and  dangerous.  In  the  law  of  Scotland,  a 
decree  of  sale  has  hitherto  been  deemed  the  strongest  and 
best  title  to  land  that  could  be  adduced.  No  person  thinb 
Dallas.  0^  inquiring  further.     ''  If  all  parties  are  cited,  it  is  an  ab- 

*^  solute  and  sovereign  security.*'  The  regularity  of  the 
proceedings  are  not  impeached ;  and  if,  in  these  circumstan- 
ces, the  present  sale  was  set  aside,  the  land  rights  of  Scot- 
land would  be  entirely  shaken.  The  declaration  of  the 
Court,  as  judge  of  the  sale,  that  the  commou  agent  was  the 
purchaser,  and  the  adjudication  of  the  estate  to  him  as  the 
highest  bidder,  implied  that  he  was  competent  to  bid,  and 
of  consequence  to  purchase.  He  did  this  in  presence  of  the 
Court,  and  in  presence  of  the  appellants.  If  he  then  did  a 
thing  which  was  in  itself  cither  illegal  or  improperi  why  did 
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the  Court  pcurs  judioisy  or  the  appellants,  not  object.    It  is        '795. 
obvious  that  the  Coart  would  never  have  permitted  its    — ^— 
officer  to  do  a  thing  which  by  law  was  considered  illegal,  buildings  co. 
They  would  never  have  awarded  the  estate  to  belong  to  him  v. 

and  his  heirs  for  ever.  Yet,  nevertheless,  it  is  maintained  *^^*""*'*' 
that  this  decree  of  sale  is  null  and  void.  But  the  ground 
upon  which  this  is  rested,  the  respondent  humbly  appre- 
hends to  be  perfectly  unmaintainable ;  because  the  respond- 
ent's holding  the  office  of  common  agent  inferred  no  in- 
capacity to  become  purchaser.  Such  rule  of  disqualification 
is  established  by  no  statute,  and  by  no  act  of  Sederunt,  or 
other  regulation  of  Court.  The  office  has  been  known  since 
1756,  when  it  was  first  instituted,  but  no  doubt  was  ever 
entertained  until  the  present  question  that  a  common  agent 
niight  buy  the  estate  so  circumstanced;  and  where  there 
has  been  a  general  opinion  of  this  held,  and  the  pratice 
in  conformity  with  that  general  opinion,  and  where  the 
party  has  acted  optima  fide,  the  past  acts  of  the  Court  ought 
to  remain  undisturbed,  leaving  the  legislature  to  do  as  to 
the  futuref  whatever  expediency  may  dictate.  It  would  be 
plainly  wrong  to  make  out  a  case  here  from  the  law  of  Eng- 
land ;  yet  it  is  from  analogy  alone  that  the  appellants  hope 
to  succeed  in  the  present  case ;  but  the  English  cases  cited 
regard  trusts,  where  the  disqualification  rests  on  the  maxim, 
that  one  cannot  be  auctor  in  rem  suam.  In  such  cases,  the 
trust  is  private,  the  act  private,  and  hence  the  necessity  of 
fencing  the  office  with  such  safeguards ;  but  here  the  office 
is  a  public  judicial  office,  every  act  ^nd  step  is  public  and 
judicial,  patent  to  all,  to  be  scrutinized  by  every  one  who 
bad  a  mind.  The  English  cases  therefore  do  not  apply,  or 
bear  out  the  doctrine,  that  the  common  agent  is  not  eo  nch 
mine  disqualified.  Looking,  therefore^  to  the  fairness  of  the 
transaction,  to  the  absence  of  all  fraudulent  design,  of  which 
the  Court  unanimously  acquitted  him,  to  the  appellants' 
own  conduct  in  standing  by,  looking  on  and  permitting  him 
to  buy  the  estate,  without  ever  hinting  disapprobation  or  dis- 
sent, and  thereby  confirming  and  homolgating  the  sale; 
and,  finally,  looking  to  the  time  he  has  been  allowed  quietly 
to  possess  on  the  decree  of  sale,  the  same  ought  completely 
and  absolutely  to  bar  any  further  question. 
After  hearing  counsel  sixteen  days  in  this  case. 

Lord  Thurlow  said : 

Mt  Lords, 
"  The   proceedings   in   this   cause,   both   in  the  Court   below 
and  here,  have    drawn    to   a    great  length.    That  is  not  won- 


1 
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1795.        erfiil,    considering    that   the   reputation  of  the   respondent  had 
been  supposed  to  be  involved,  and  the  largeness  of  the  property  at 


THE  voRK    stake.     It  would  be  impossible  for  me,  were  I  inclined,  to  pnnae 
^^         *  the  argument  in  all  its  points,  or  the  evidence  in  all  its  bearings, 
MAc&RNziE.  with  the  precision  it  would  require. 

'^  My  Lords, — ^The  subject,  if  I  understand  it,  depends  on  two  single 
points :  The  first  is,  That  a  period  of  eleven  years  elapsed  since  the 
cause  of  action  arose — thai  circumstance  raised  a  strong  prejudice  in 
my  mind.  The  second  is.  The  circumstance  of  an  action  hairing 
been  brought  in  1784,  in  the  manner  in  which  it  was,  seemed  to 
deserve  a  considerable  degree  of  reprehension,  and  also,  had  a  con- 
siderable effect  upon  my  mind  ;  but  it  is  absolutely  necessary,  in 
considering  such  topics  as  these,  to  apply  them  to  some  conclusion, 
and  to  examine  with  some  accuracy,  in  what  manner  they  support 
them.  It  is  said,  the  length  of  time  that  has  elapsed  ought  to  en- 
title the  respondent  to  a  decree,  exclusive  of  anything  else,  because 
he  is  not  answerable  for  the  length  of  time  which  has  taken  place, 
and  is  entitled  to  all  the  advantages  possible  to  be  derived  on  his 
part,  in  respect  of  the  uncertainty  of  the  evidence.  Whatever  eti- 
dence  remains  doubtful,  the  balance  of  the  scale  ought  to  go  in 
favour  of  the  respondent.  I  will  go  one  step  farther,  to  say,  if  any 
ground  could  be  made  of  what  they  call  homolgation,  that  the  o(hd- 
sent  and  acquiescence  for  that  length  of  time,  would  have  gone  a 
great  way  towards  substantiating  that  principle,  only  rendering  void 
the  transaction  in  one  part ;  but,  beyond  that,  it  is  impossible  to  apply 
the  circumstance  of  length  of  time, 

*^  My  Lords, — A  great  deal  of  reliance  has  been  placed,  and  onght 
to  be  given,  to  the  character  of  the  respondent,  which  is  said  to  U 
irreproachable,  and  which  has  not  hitherto  in  point  of  fact  been  im* 
peached.  So  far  as  that  circumstance  goes,  I  am  willing  to  admit  it 
I  find  it  was  considered  in  the  former  judgment,  and  was  said  by 
all  the  judges,  that  he  was  regarded  as  a  man  of  character ;  but  when 
that  character  comes  to  be  applied  to  the  present  question,  the  mind 
of  the  respondent  is  an  ingredient  that  seems  to  run  from  the  he- 

I  ginning  to  the  end  of  the  business.     It  is  said,  the  situation  in  wludi 

he  stood,  and  the  duty  he  owed  to  those  who  had  an  interest  in  the 
sale,  put  him  under  no  circumstances  peculiar  or  distinct  from  those 
which  a  mere  stranger  would  have  stood  in,  and  that  he  thought 
himself  at  liberty  to  take  any  species  of  advantage,  and  cany  them 
to  every  extent  a  stranger  might  have  done ;  but,  in  the  constructioo 
of  law,  the  very  circumstance  of  being  regarded  in  that  point  of  view, 
appears  to  have  misled  him  to  take  such  advantages,  which,  even  in 
the  case  of  a  stranger,  would  have  been  regarded  as  sharp,  and  which 
in  the  case  of  a  common  agent,  the  general  principles  of  law  will  not 
allow. 

^'  My  Lords, — Another  difficulty  arose,  in  which  both  pailio 
seem  to  have  taken  lines  so  exceedingly  opposite,  that  when  oneoons> 
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to  eonsider  the  opinion  of  the  judges,  it  is  impossible  the j  should        1795. 
meet  in  any  one  point.     On  the  one  side,  it  was  supposed  the  cir-    .-i^.._ 
cumstance  of  being  common  agent  created  some  legal  disability  in     thb  tobk 
him  to  enter  into  the  purchase  at  all,  that,  therefore,  it  was  unlaw-  ^^i*-^^wo»  «<>• 
ful,  and  must  be  cut  down.     On  the  other  side,  they  seem  to  ima-  xackbmzib. 
gine,  if  they  could  dispose  of  that,  and  if  they  could  prove  there  was 
no  rule  of  law,  which  made  a  contract  so  entered  into  unlawful,  they 
had  broke  up  the  whole  question  made  on  the  other  side.     In  con- 
sequence of  thip,  Doth  sides  considered,  and  laboured  a  great  deal  to 
prove  whether  he  was  or  was  not  a  trustee. 

**  My  Lords, — It  is  undoubtedly  clear  that  no  man  can  be  trustee 
for  another,  but  by  contract :  but  it  is  equally  clear,  that  under  cir- 
cumstances, a  man  may  be  liable  to  all  the  consequences  in  his  own 
person  which  a  trustee  would  become  liable  to  by  contract.  But  the 
ground  upon  which  this  is  rested,  is  stated  in  a  very  few  words,  and 
lies  in  a  very  small  compass*  The  contract  of  sale,  according  to  all 
the  Jorms  of  it,  was  a  valid  and  good  one,  and  the  estate  was  by  that 
means  vested  in  Mr.  Mackenzie.  The  York  Buildings  Company, 
being  the  party  interested  in  the  subject,  without  disputing  the  effect 
of  the  law,  say,  whatever  the  law  may  be,  yet,  from  the  manner  in 
which  this  estate  was  purchased,  and  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  in  point  of  equity,  he  ought  to  be  compelled  to  do  that  which 
is  right  upon  the  subject.  In  order  to  affect  him  with  a  plea  of 
equity  upon  this,  they  state  that  he  was  the  common  agent  for  the 
sale  of  that  estate. 

A  great  deal  of  argument  was  used  on  one  side  and  the  other,  as 
to  the  depositions  of  the  witnesses,  and  as  to  the  situation  he  was 
stated  to  have  filled.  But  upon  the  results,  if  one  were  to  go  no 
farther  than  the  history  of  the  cause,  it  is  exceedingly  manifest  that 
the  common  agent  did  take  upon  himself  the  employment  of  carry- 
ing on  the  sale  to  the  utmost  advantage  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors, 
and  also  for  the  benefit  of  a  reversion  for  those  who  were  entitled  to 
it.  All  the  gentlemen  seem  to  admit  that  this  was  his  duty,  and 
taking  it  to  be  so,  one  side  said,  That  being  your  situation,  it  is  ut- 
terly impossible  for  you  to  maintain  (perform  ?)  that  duty  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  derive  an  advantage  to  yourself.  This  seems  to  be 
a  principle  so  exceedingly  plain,  that  it  is  in  its  own  nature  indis- 
putable, for  there  can  be  no  con6dence  placed,  unless  men  will  do 
the  duty  they  owe  to  their  constituents,  or  be  considered  to  be  faith- 
fully executing  it,  if  you  apply  a  contrary  rule.  The  common  agent 
has,  in  point  of  fact,  gained  an  advantage  by  it.  I  take  it  to  be  suf- 
ficient to  support  this  ground  of  equity,  that  he  had  such  a  duty,  and 
that,  in  the  execution  of  if,  he  did  gain  an  advantage,  and  that 
advantage  he  so  gained,  was  to  the  prejudice  of  those  in  whose  be- 
half he  should  have  been  executing  his  duty.  It  seems  to  be 
enough  to  prove,  in  point  of  conscience,  he  ought  to  be  compelled  to 
aet  that  matter  right. 
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1795.  «  Now,  my  Lords,  supposing  the  equity  to  stand  in  the  tnj,  tkn 

"•"-^-''^     is  also  another  principle  of  equity  whieh  seems  not  to  hare  hecn  takes 

THE  TOBK     Iq^q  cousideration  by  the  Court,  and  has  not  been  prorided  for  by  aoj 

^^         *  of  the  decrees  in  dispate,  because  it  was  reTcrsed  in  the  Court  bdow. 

MAcKENziB.    I  mean  the  second  interlocutory  judgment. 

« My  Lordsy-^The  ground  of  equity  I  mean  to  state  wai  dui, 
that  whoerer  comes  into  a  Court  of  equity  to  ask  for  repaiatioii  (or 
wrongs  done,  ought  to  come  prepared  to  show  the  jnstioe  of  hisesie. 
For  it  is  impossible  that  any  man  can  come  into  a  Court  of  equity  to 
rescind  a  contract^  and  at  the  same  time  desire  to  retain  the  piioe  he 
paid  for  the  contract,  or  desire  to  affect  any  person  he  has  suffered 
to  contract,  under  that  colour  or  title ;  because^  taking  these  groondi 
together,  they  appear  to  absolre  the  whole  business.  Certainlj,  tli» 
question  does  not  depend  merely  upon  the  grounds  of  complaint  diat 
were  made.  I  will  reduce  the  complaints  made  to  a  reryfewfaesdii 
yiz.,  That,  in  bringing  this  estate  to  sale,  he  did  not  bring  it  under 
the  yiew  of  the  Court  or  of  the  public  in  the  best  manner,  for  die 
purpose  of  obtaining  the  real  value  of  the  estate.  The  first  article, 
and  that  which  seems  the  easiest  is,  that  which  they  call  the  giai- 
sums.  The  estates  belonged  to  persons  who  forfeited  them  in  171^ 
They  were  bought  by  the  York  Buildings  Company,  but  were 
managed  in  such  a  manner  as  to  reduce  the  afiairs  of  the  Compssy. 
They  had  been  so  managed,  that  the  old  rents  of  the  estate  were  r- 
senred.  Instead  of  increasing  the  rents,  they  thought  proper  to  tab 
their  profits  by  means  of  grassums,  and  by  this  means  it  wasayeer*s 
rent  upon  sixteen  years'  lease^  and  half  a  yearns  rent  on  eight  yesn' 
lease.  The  consequence  therefore  was,  that  the  upset  price  wai  sbont 
twoand-twenty  years'  purchase,  instead  of  twenty-fiTe.  There  wcie 
some  articles^  timber  and  other  things,  which  are  not  of  greet  coa* 
sequence  to  the  decision  of  the  cause.  The  counsel  for  the  re^ood- 
ent  took  pains  to  persuade  your  Lordships  he  had  calculated  dwn 
in  much  the  same  manner  in  which  they  had  been  calculated  be> 
fore,  and  he  insists,  if  any  dilapidation  had  been  suffered,  it  mart 
have  been  done  accidentally,  and  he  ofiered  to  proTe,  that  st  tbat 
time  Mr.  Mackenzie  appeared  to  have  had  no  intention  of  puidn^* 
ing  the  estate.  My  answer  is,  supposing  the  fiwst  to  be,  thst  the 
dilapidation  was  accidental  with  respect  to  the  party,  the  adfantagK 
gained  by  it  was  not  accidental  with  respect  to  him.  Suppoeisg  it 
to  have  been  made  purposely,  a  common  agent  being  bound  to  meke 
the  utmost  of  the  estate,  cannot  deriTe  to  himself  an  advantage  to 
the  prejudice  of  his  employers,  so  that  objection  would  not  be  le* 
moTed  ;  but  when  one  comes  to  observe,  on  the  part  of  a  oomoMa 
agent,  who  has  taken  such  an  advantage  as  this,  as  far  as  this  goei, 
it  ought  to  be  carried  against  the  common  agent,  considering  the 
situation  in  which  he  was  placed.  I  know,  in  some  cases,  the  le- 
ports  have  gone  so  far  as  to  say,  that  where  distinct  evidence  «« 
given  to  prove  that  a  trustee  or  an  executor  took  an  advantage  io  is 
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article  where  it  would  hare  been  impossible  to  haTe,  procured  the        1795. 
same  adTaotage  for  the  ward,  that  even  that  was  set  aside  ;  but  I 


am  not  prepared  to  saj,  that  a  case  might  not  by  possibility  exist,  th«  tork 
where  no  adrantage  of  that  sort  had  been  taken,  but  I  am  content  ®^"''*'"°*  ^^' 
to  go  the  whole  length  my  Lord  Hardwicke  went,  upon  similar  xackskzxb. 
oocasionsy  to  say,  you  must,  in  determining  upon  this,  not  only  con- 
sider the  points  I  have  mentioned  before,  but  consider  the  reason 
which  a  man  in  that  situation  has,  not  only  to  commit  the  fraud, 
bat  to  conceal  it.  Therefore,  it  staods  upon  no  other  ground  than 
this,  that  an  adyantage  has  been  taken,  which  the  confidence  of  the 
agent  ought  to  have  prevented;  and  it  does  not  appear  to  stand 
quite  in  so  fair  a  light,  or  to  be  capable  of  the  alleyiation  or  colour 
that  was  attempted  to  be  put  upon  it  on  the  other  side.  Perhaps  it 
is  true,  that  four  or  five,  or  any  number  of  strangers,  may  combine 
to  bid  for  the  estate  by  one  Toice,  under  an  agreement,  that  if  they 
do  not  bid  against  each  other,  they  will  divide  the  profits  among 
themselves ;  and  it  would  be  extremely  difficult,  if  not  impossible, 
to  find  any  sort  of  equity  that  would  overturn  a  public  and  judicial 
sale  upon  that  species  of  transaction ;  but  I  take  it  to  be  abundantly 
dear,  that  a  common  agent  (who  had  made  himself,  from  the  duty 
of  his  office,  perfectly  master  of  the  estate,)  entering  into  such  a 
baigain  as  that,  must  be  'deemed  to  have  behaved  iniquitously.  I 
admit,  that  according  to  the  &shion  of  thinking  in  that  country,  a 
common  agent  is  not  thought  to  deal  sharply  with  an  estate  under 
such  circumstances.  Let  that  stand  as  an  excuse  for  him,  and  pre- 
vent obloquy ;  but  it  is  impossible  to  adopt  thai  in  a  court  of  justice. 
It  is  not  only  violating  a  duty,  but  it  is  a  corrupt  violation  of  it;  for 
he  has  kept  back  purchasers  that  would  have  been  bidders  against 
him.  That  was  really  a  violation  of  his  duty,  with  respect  to  the 
two  articles  that  were  here  bought  by  him. 

*^  I  own,  it  appears  to  me,  the  case  has  been  much  too  strongly 
made  out  against  him  in  that  way.  It  is  said,  the  appellants  cannot  be 
suffered,  at  the  distance  of  eleven  years,  to  plead  the  incompetency  of  the 
respondent.  I  say,  the  effect  of  the  distance  of  eleven  years  before 
the  suit  arose  entitled  him  to  no  advantage.  Where  there  is  a  dis- 
putable point,  a  person  under  such  circumstances  would  be  entitled 
to  the  advantage  of  it ;  but  there  is  no  such  point  here,  because  all  the 
evidence,  both  his  own,  as  well  as  the  other,  is  against  him.  Much 
pains  were  taken  to  discolour  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Braidwood, 
teacher  of  languages.  They  said  there  were  some  articles  in  which 
he  was  contradicted.  That,  I  confess,  raised  a  doubt  concerning 
his  accuracy  in  point  of  memory,  but  there  is  no  difference  between 
his  evidence  and  the  rest,  because,  when  he  speaks  of  the  conversa* 
tion  with  Mr.  Mackenzie,  there  can  be  no  doubt  the  conversation  must 
have  passed  exactly  in  the  way  he  represents  it.  The  counsel  for  the  pur- 
suers endeavoured  to  prove  that  Mr.  Mackenzie  fixed  the  hour  of  five 
for  the  sale  to  begin,  with  a  view  to  preyent  him  coming  earlier.  That  is 
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1795.       oTercharged ;  for  the  eyidence  of  Braidwood  does  not  go  to  affect 
him  quite  so  deeply  as  that.     He  says,  he  inquired  of  him  when  it 


THE  YORK    would  heglo.    The  judges  were  perfectly  acquainted  in  point  of 
P       ^'  practice  that  the  sales  very  seldom  hegin  ^o  early  as  giren  out  at  the 
HACRBNziB.   har.     That  the  advertisement  was  published  two  days  before,  hat 
does  not  point  out  sufficiently  that  the  sale  was  to  begin  with  more 
punctuality  than  sales  usually  did.     Mr.  Mackenzie  told  him  it 
would  begin  at  hve  o'clock^ut  he  had  better  go  to  the  office  to  in- 
quire there*  where  he  might  Took  over  the  papers,  and  form  a  judg- 
ment at  what  time  it  was  likely  to  begin.  This  was  a  sort  of  language 
which  it  would  have  been  fair  enough  to  hold.    But  another  thing 
decisiye,  is  his  own  evidence  and  that  of  Mr.  Taylor ;  for  when  the 
sale  came  on,  he  asked  Mr.  Taylor  if  Mr.  Braidwood  was  in  the 
room.     That  strengthens  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Braidwood  a  great 
deal  more  than  all  the  circumstances  together.     He  asked  whether 
he  was  in  the  room,  and,  upon  finding  he  was  not,  he  went  on  as 
stated  in  the  evidence,  with  such  precipitation,  that  Mr.  Taylor  re- 
monstrated with  him  that  he  was  going  on  too  fast,  and  desired  him 
to  call  the  macer  and  prevent  him  from  knocking  down  the  bargain 
so  soon.  He  said,  "'  Yon  may  go  round  and  tell  him  yourself,"  whick 
was  a  very  awkward  circumstance ;  for  while  Mr.  Taylor  was  going 
round  to  tell  the  macer  he  was  acting  with  precipitation,  that  lot  was 
knocked  down  to  Mr.  Mackenzie,  and  he  chose  to  take  it.    Bis 
obvious  duty  was  to  keep  the  sale  open,  and  to  do  for  another  the  voy 
thing  he  would  have  done  for  himself.    If  he  had  been  selling  his 
own  estate,  with  the  expectation  of  a  purchaser's  coming,  he  wonid 
have  put  off,   or  continued  the  auction  longer.     He  ought  to  have 
done  the  same  thing  here  that  he  would  have  done  for  himself,  and 
it  seems  apparent  he  did  not  do  it. 

«  My  Lords, — It  is  said  you  shall  not  quarrel  with  the  rules  of 
the  Court.     The  rule  is,  the  proceedings  are  to  be  read,  and  a  glass 
was  to  run  for  half-an-hour.     It  is  clear  that  these  two  lots  were 
sold  before  five  o*clock,  and  consequently  there  must  have  been  a 
precipitancy  contrary  to  that  which  the  universal  rule  of  the  Coart 
held  out.     It  is  said  you  shall  not  quarrel  with  the  rules  of  the 
Court.     I  say  so  too.     If  it  was  in  the  case  of  a  stranger,  he  would 
not  be  answerable  for  the  Court  having  proceeded  in  this  man- 
ner; but  an  agent  cannot  take  advantage  of  the  Court  not  baring 
proceeded  regularly.     It  seems  to  be  extremely  clear,  that  he  has 
made  himself  liable  to  all  that  which  I  stated  at  the  outset 

"  As  to  the  Company  having  consented,  it  seems  to  be  a  matter 
of  doubt  in  what  manner  it  was  possible  for  them  to  proceed  in 
order  to  obtain  justice.  It  is,  therefore,  not  much  to  be  wondered 
at,  that  the  York  Buildings  Company,  when  they  were  deprived  of 
the  possession  of  their  own  estates,  w  ere  not  able  to  bring  the  soit 
forward,  in  order  to  elide  the  homologation  such  as  will  bind  tbe 
partiep. '  I  apprehend  it  will  be  sufficient  to  show,  that  being  ap 
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prized  it  was  in  their  power  to  set  aside  the  sale,  they  did  some  act        1795. 
hj  which  thejgave  an  express  preference  to  the  sale  standing  as  it  doest 


instead  of  seeking  to  have  it  rescinded;  hut  there  is  nothing  in  the     thk  tork 
cause  from  the  beginning  to  the  end,  that  will  go  to  that  point.  It  was  buildings  co. 
argued,  and  I  think  pretty  strongly,  that  the  forms  of  the  proceed-   xackbnzib. 
ings  were  not  such  as  enables  the  pursuer  to  obtain  that  justice  he 
is  seeking,  because  anything  short  of  that,  not  being  contained  in  the 
summons,  ought  not  to  be  referred  to.     I  do  not  at  all  wonder  it  was 
not  heard  of,  because  nobody  could  hare  attended  to  the  progress  of 
the  causes*  from  that  country  to  this,  without  observing  that  correct- 
ness in  general,  with  respect  to  any  forms  of  pleadings,  does  not  make 
a  part  of  their  proceedings ;  but  it  is  thought  if  the  objection  had 
been  made  below,  in  order  to  listen  to  an  objection  in  point  of  form, 
it  would  be  a  sufficient  answer.     If  this  sale  is  to  be  set  aside,  the  cir- 
cumstance of  its  being  challenged  on  certain  general  terms,  will  not 
make  the  application  bad  or  informal,  because  the  pursuer  is  desirous 
to  haye  it  set  aside  without  specifying  the  terms  upon  which  justice 
will  oblige  him,  the  defender,  to  set  it  aside.     It  appears  to  be  ne- 
eessary,  that  Mr.  Mackenzie,  having  advanced  money  for  the  original 
purchase,  and  money  for  improvements^  should  be  reimbursed.     It 
is  clear  that  the  lessees,  who  may  have  contracted  for  leases,  while 
the  other  party  suffered  his  legal  title  to  remain  unimpeached,  ought 
not  to  have  their  leases  challenged,  though  it  might  be  rather  diffi- 
cult, if  this  matter  was  set  aside  absolutely,  to  prevent  those  leases 
from  taking  the  same  consequence.   It  will  be  necessary,  if  the  situa- 
tion of  the  Company  requires  it,  that  the  sale  should  be  put  up  again. 
If  it  was  to  be  put  up  again,  it  is  clear  some  of  these  contracts  could 
be  preserved  no  longer.     In  order,  therefore,  to  preserve  all  possible 
claim,  it  has  occurred  to  me  to  submit,  that  the  clearest  way  of  doing 
justice,  is  that  upon  which  I  shall  call  for  the  opinion  of  your 
Lordships. 

''  I  submit  that  the  proper  method  will  be  to  set  aside  the  sale  in 
an  equitable  point  of  view,  but  to  do  it  by  compelling  a  conveyance 
of  the  estate,  subject  to  all  the  terms  I  have  stated.  If  that  should 
be  your  Lordships*  opinion,  I  propose  to  reverse  the  interlocutor,  and 
that  the  sale  complained  of  should  be  set  aside." 

LoED  Chancelix>r  Loughborough. — **My  Lords, — I  shall 
submit  to  your  Lordships  some  observations  upon  the  discussion  of 
this  case. 

*'  My  Lords, — I  must  confess,  when  the  case  was  opened  at  your 
Lordships'  bar,  I  felt  my  mind  impressed  with  several  prejudices 
against  the  present  appeal.  The  length  of  time  from  the  sale  to  the 
conunencement  of  the  present  action,  had  its  weight.  Another  cir- 
cumstance was,  the  summons,  in  the  year  1734,  was  manifestly 
not  proceeded  with  as  any  judicial  proceeding  ought  to  be  $  and  the 
enormous  length  of  the  arguments  stated  in  the  case  on  the  part  of 
the  appellants,  contributed  to  raise  an  idea  concoiring  with  the  for- 
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1795.        mal  jadgment  of  the  Court  of  Session,  and  the  expression  of  satis- 
fection  thej  made  as  to  the  character  of  Mr.  Mackenzie,  and  that 


THB  YORK     this  was  an  nnfaTOurable  case,  stirred  up  in  the  hope  of  gaining  an 
BUILDINGS  CO.  advantage,  which  if  it  existed,  ought  not  to  weigh  at  all  in  acoelerating 
XACKiHSTB.    ^^  forwarding  the  claim  of  the  appellants,  namely,  the  adTantage 
which  resulted  from  the  different  value  of  lands  in  the  year  1784 
in  Scotland,  and  the  value  which  land  bore  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 
'^  My  Lords, — Notwithstanding  all  these  unfaTourable  impres* 
sions,  I  felt  it  my  duty  to  examine  particularly  into  the  case,  and  I 
see  the  Court  of  Session  pronounced  two  judgments  opposite  to  one 
another,  and  yet,  when  I  came  to  examine  this  case  upon  principles 
peculiar  to  this  or  that  law,  it  does  not  depend  upon  the  form  in  whidi 
any  rights  are  disposed  of,  but  upon  grounds  founded  on  general  piin- 
ciple.  I  thought  neither  of  the  judgments  at  all  applied  to  the  justice  of 
this  case.    The  judgments  under  which  the  respondent  remained  in 
possession,  namely,  the  first  and  third  interlocutors,  were  clearly 
founded  on  an  idea,  that  the  respondent  in  this  cause,  in  the  sitna- 
tion  in  which  he  stood,  was  at  liberty  to  make  such  a  baxgain  as 
any  stranger  or  indifferent  person  might  haye  done  with  respect  to 
the  purchase  of  this  estate*     The  intermediate  interlocutor  wss 
founded  upon  an  idea,  that  if  any  thing  had  not  been  reprehensible  m 
his  conduct,  yet,  being  common  agent  to  managethe  sale  of  the  estates, 
he  was  in  a  situation  in  point  of  law,  incapable  to  become  a  purchaser, 
and  that  the  purchase  it  was  impossible  to  maintain  as  good,  he 
being  common  agent.    It  appeared  to  me,  therefore,  that  the  judges 
of  the  Court  of  Session  had  been  led  to  adopt  two  extreme  grounds^ 
Those  who  were  of  opinion  against  the  respondent  entertained  this 
opinion,  that,  let  his  conduct  be  ever  so  correct,  the  quality  c^  oom- 
mon  agent,  barred  his  exercising  any  right  as  a  purchaser,  and 
that  all  he  contracted  for  as  a  purchaser,  it  was  argued  at  the  bar, 
was  a  simple  nullity,  and  that  it  was  no  good  sale.      On  the 
other  hand,  when  that  had  been  pressed,  those  who  maintained  that 
such  restriction  did  not  attach  upon  a  common  agent,  seemed  to  hate 
thought  there  was  no  middle  course,  and  if  he  was  not  disaUed 
absolutely  in  point  of  law  from  purchasing,  he  must  stand  in  the 
position  of  all  the  rest  of  mankind,  and  might  purchase  as  advan- 
tageously as  he  could,  provided  there  was  no  gross  practice  or  direct 
fraud.    Neither  of  these  opinions  are  at  all  in  my  opinion  proved. 
A  person  who  is  an  agent  for  another,  undertakes  a  duty  in  which 
there  is  confidence  reposed.    He  undertakes  a  duty  which  he  is 
bound  to  execute  to  the  utmost  advantage  of  the  person  who  on- 
ploys  him.    An  agent  may  be  employed  by  any  one  or  more  per> 
sons,  and  such  an  agent  may  purchase.   Brokers  purchase  every  day, 
but  they  can  take  no  advantage  by  it.     The  bargain  must  be  per- 
fectly fair  and  equal,  at  the  best  price,  because  they  are  placed  in  a 
situation  in  which  they  are  bound,  in  the  first  instance,  to  act  against 
their  own  advantage,  and  for  the  advantage  of  their  employers ;  and 
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if  they  sacrifice  that  interest  and  adTantage,  with  a  Tiew  of  profiting        1795. 

and  taking  the  interest  of  it  to  themselves,  the  purchase  will  he  Hahle     • -— 

to  be  set  aside,  the  advantage  will  not  come  to  themselves,  and  the     '''bk  vork 
breach  of  confidence  will  not  avail  them.  buildings 

«<  Mj  Lords, — In  considering  the  sitoation  of  a  common  agent,   mlckeikzte- 
which  was  the  situation  in  which  Mr.  Mackenzie  stood,  I  am  led  to 
consider  what  peculiar  advantages  he.  had.     It  had  been  argued  at 
the  bar,  that  Mr.  Mackenzie's  conduct  in  preparing  the  estates  to  be 
put  up  judicially,  was  perfectly  regular,  and  according  to  the  course 
and  practice  of  similar  proceedings,  namely,  judicial  sales  ;  but  I  am 
apt  to  think  otherwise.    The  judges  have  talked  of  his  reputation 
in  the  office,  and  have  expressed  themselves  with  regard  to  his  con- 
duct.    What  is  the  conclusion  ?     It  is,  that  he  acted  as  common 
agent,  by  following  the  course  of  the  Court,  by  pursuing  the  methods 
that  had  been  practised,  not  deviating  from  the  rule  of  conduct  that  all 
other  persons  would  have  observed.    If,  in  consequence  of  that,  a  loss 
had  arisen,  they  could  not  have  charged  him  with  negligence,  because 
he  had  done  that  which  the  Court  pointed  out  to  be  regular  in  the  Court. 
I  cannot  help  observing  on  the  practice  which  has  prevailed,  with 
respect  to  judicial  sales  in  the  Court  of  Session,  for  it  is  manifest 
that  a  strict  account  of  the  value  of  these  estates  is  not  got  in  this 
ease.     If  an  estate  is  let  upon  the  old  rents,  all  the  world  know  the 
old  rents  of  the  estate  are  not  equal  to  the  actual  value  of  the  estate. 
I  do  not  say  the  rule  of  the  Court,  in  not  allowing  anything  but  what 
is  proved  to  be  paid,  is  a  bad  rule  for  fixing  the  rental ;  but  if  you 
do  not  set  out  at  fixing  the  periods  at  which  the  rents  were  fixed, 
especially  when  advantage  may  be  got  upon  the  possession,  it  is 
clear  you  leave  a  great  deal  of  the  value  behind;  and  therefore  I  can* 
not  help  saying,  if  it  is  the  general  practice  to  take  no  account  of 
the  value,  it  is  a  very  loose  practice,  and  must  be  attended  with  great 
disadvantage  to  estates  disposed  of  at  a  judicial  sale.     How  could  it 
then  apply  ?     It  by  no  means  follows  from  thence,  that  there  is  no 
proof  to  be  given  of  what  the  land  in  the  neighbourhood  does  jrield. 
It  is  in  itself  matter  of  proof  for  the  Court  to  inquire  into.     What 
can  the  Court  do  ?    The  Court  will  do  this, — it  is  a  measure  by  which 
the  Court  will  go  on  to  tell  the  world  the  rent  of  the  estate  is  more 
than  is  actually  paid  by  the  tenant.    At  any  rate,  thai  matter  should 
enter  into  the  inquiry  of  the  Coulrt,  and  they  should  examine  the 
constituent  parts  that  compose  its  value.    That  was  not  done  in  this 
instance,  and  there  are  several  others  which  I  do  not  go  through. 
TVhat  is  the  consequence  to  Mr.  Mackenzie,  he  being  the  common 
agent  ?    When  the  estate  came  to  be  put  up  to  auction  with  such  a 
rental,  and  such  an  upset  price,  Mr.  Mackenzie  knew  the  actual  leases 
tbat  existed,  he  knew  their  circumstances,  which  were  but  matters 
of  speculation  vrith  other  persons,  but  of  all  those  he  had  an  insight. 
To  give  your  Lordships  but  one  instance,  I  will  mention  the  estate    - 
yielding  £800  per  an.  that  he  bought.    The  estate  had  been  in 
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1795.        the  possession  of  sub-tenants  from  the  beginning  of  the  centaiy. 
The  rent  paid  was  the  only  rent  stated  to  be  paid  bj  the  rental. 


THB  TOBK  The  leases  were  all  expired.  Mr.  Mackenzie  took  grassums  ac- 
BUILDINGS  CO.  ^j^j^jj^g  to  tho  rate  of  one  year's  purchase,  for  fifteen  or  stxteea 
MAcKBMziB.  J^ars'  lease,  and  half  a  year  for  seven  or  eight.  What  is  the  ood- 
sequence  of  this  ?  Mr.  Mackenzie  knew  perfectly  well  the  actual 
rent  was  £800.  That  the  tenants,  in  fact^  paid  more,  haying  paid  s 
fine.  A  fine  of  one  year  for  fifteen  years,  is  exactly  equal  to  11  per 
cent,  upon  the  rent.  What  was  the  case  of  Mr.  Mackenzie  ?  He 
takes  it  at  a  good  value  upon  twenty-five  years'  purchase,  upon  the 
rental  of  £800.  But  to  that  you  must  add  £99  more.  The  conse- 
quence of  that  is,  that  as  for  one  part  of  the  rent  of  the  estate,  Mr. 
Mackenzie  has  paid  no  value  at  all ;  and  then  in  their  argument  thej 
say : — *'  This  is  a  fair  purchase,  for  I  have  done  what  the  Court  of 
Session  adjudged.  I  have  paid  a  fair  price  upon  twenty-five  yesis' 
purchase  of  £800  per  annum."  On  the  other  hand  they  say:— 
*^  You  have  taken  an  advantage  arising  from  your  knowledge  of  the 
subject.  You  have  put  money  into  your  pocket  by  the  sale ;  and 
you  have  not  paid  the  price,  which,  by  the  tenor  of  your  contract, 
you  ought  to  have  paid.*'  I  think  Mr.  Mackenzie  is  bound  by  ditj, 
and  that  he  could  not  take  that  advantage.  The  Court  of  Session  has 
considered  that  he  might  act  as  any  indifferent  person.  If  he  had  bees 
any  man  not  engaged  in  that  capacity^  and  had  seen  the  estate  put  up* 
nothing  could  have  been  imputed  to  hinu  He  had  a  right  to  avail 
himself  of  his  judgment  and  understanding.  He,  bidding  at 
a  public  sale,  might  have  got  the  estate  on  the  best  terms  he 
could ;  but  it  is  not '  so  with  respect  to  Mr  Mackenzie.  Widi 
respect  to  the  conducting  of  the  sale  upon  Mr.  Taylor  s  own  aoooimt, 
there  was  hurry  and  precipitation  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Mackenzie, 
who  should  have  kept  open  the  sale.  It  would  have  been  veiy  well 
if  he  had  been  acting  for  himself,  but  being  in  his  situation,  and 
knowing  there  were  bidders  to  come  in,  he  would  only  have  done 
his  duty  if  he  had  stopped  the  sale.  If  an  application  had  been  made 
to  the  Judge,  it  would  have  been  stopped,  but  it  was  not  stopped,  Mr. 
Mackenzie  being  the  bidder,  and  present  in  the  Court  himself.  Mr. 
Taylor  tells  you  he  was  so  concerned,  he  could  not  sleep  all  night; 
for  he  could  see  all  things  had  not  been  rightly  done.  A  oomnMO 
purchaser  may  snap  and  take  advantage,  and  if  it  is  not  checked  at 
the  time,  he  shall  have  the  advantage  of  his  activity.  With  respect 
to  Mr.  Mackenzie,  it  is  not  possible  for  him  to  take  that  which  bo 
law  would  take  from  a  sharp  common  purchaser.  He  is  the  ageat, 
a  man  of  business,  paid  for  transacting  his  duty,  and,  we  are  to  sap- 
pose,  paid  adequate  to  the  performance  of  it ;  and  it  is  totally  impoe- 
sible,  according  to  every  principle  of  general  policy,  and  efery 
ground  of  equity,  to  permit  any  advantage  to  be  taken,  thoo^  he 
was  not  the  artificer  of  it,  though  he  did  not  contrive  it  for  himself, 
yet  he  is  not  to  avail  himself  of  that  good  fortune — ^it  is  his  daly  to 
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« 


prerent  it — ^he  is  bound  to  do  it — ^he  is  paid  to  make  the  most  ad*        1795. 
vantage  of  the  sale  for  the  benefit  of  his  employers. 


THB  TOBK 


'  My  Lords, — With  respect  to  the  acqmescence  which  has  been 
stated,  and  which  was  so  much  rehed  upon,  I  think,  if  it  is  fairly  f,^ 

stated,  it  comes  to  nothing ;  for  it  would  be  a  yiolation  of  justice  to  Mackenzie.. 
call  it  so  in  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  You  cannot  impute  any 
laches  upon  the  part  of  the  appellants.  Mr.  Mackenzie  is  stated 
and  admitted  to  be  the  agent  for  the  York  Buildings  Company,  and 
for  the  creditors  also  ;  he  sold  the  estate  for  both ;  therefore,  as  long 
as  he  continued  the  agent,  as  long  as  the  management  of  the  affairs 
were  in  his  hands,  and  their  funds  passing  through  his  hands,  and 
as  long  as  his  accounts  as  agent  were  unsettled,  the  Company  was 
not  in  a  situation  to  call  him  to  an  account.  If  a  gentlemen  has  a 
transaction  between  an  agent  or  steward,  and  finding  himself  de- 
ceived, continues  to  employ  him  for  years,  then  he  is  not  at  liberty  to 
call  him  to  an  account  for  his  former  conduct,  but  if  he  dismisses 
lum  after  coming  to  a  knowledge  of  his  conduct,  he  may  do  it.  If 
he  u  dismissed,  and  then  lies  by  and  suffers  time  to  elapse,  then  the 
time  will  begin  to  run  against  him  from  that  period ;  but  never  can 
during  the  time  he  was  an  agent,  and  the  management  continued  in 
him.  The  appellants  could  not  call  the  respondent  to  an  account. 
He  was  not  an  agent  of  the  election  of  the  York  Buildings  Com- 
pany. He  was  an  agent  put  upon  them  by  the  nomination  of  the 
Court  of  Session,  and  while  he  continued  their  agent,  no  delay  can 
be  imputed  to  them. 

**  My  Lords, — Upon  these  grounds,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  appellants  have  established  their  claim.  I  am  greatly  obliged 
to  the  noble  and  learned  Lord  who  has  digested  this  case.  It  would 
not  have  been  well  to  have  sent  this  case  down  again  with  general 
directions  to  proceed  on  it.  The  resolutions  drawn  up  are  perfectly 
accurate,  and  so  very  distinct  and  exact,  though  it  is  a  bold  thing  to 
nj  there  will  be  no  farther  litigation  in  consequence  of  the  suit ;  it 
has  been  very  much  investigated ;  and  I  am  not  without  hope  it  has 
been  of  service,  as  the  whole  matter  will  be  determined  by  the  pre- 
sent appeal. 

It  is  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  com- 
plained of  in  the  appeal  bo  reversed :  And  it  is  hereby 
declared,  that  the  decreet  of  sale,  and  the  charter  under 
the  great  seal,  proceeding  on  the  said  decree  of  sale 
in  favour  of  the  defender,  with  the  instrument  of 
easine  in  his  favour  following  thereon,  ought  to  be 
Bet  aside  and  voided,  to  such  extent  and  degree,  and 
in  manner  hereafter  provided,  and  the  defender  ought 
to  refund  to  the  pursuer  all  the  rents  and  profits  which 
he  hath  received  out  of  the  estate  in  question,  and  an 
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adequate  consideration  for  the  enjoyment  of  such  part 
thereof  as  he  occupied  himself:  But  without  prejudice 
to  the  title  of  the  defender  to  reclaim  all  such  sums 
of  monej  as  he  hath  paid  for  the  original  price  thereof, 
and  also  for  the  permanent  improvement  of  the  same, 
with  the  interest  thereof,  to  be  computed  from  the  time 
when  the  samewere  advanced, andpaidaccordingtosuch 
rates  as  the  Court  of  Session  shall  appoint ;  and  likewise 
without  prejudice  to  the  titles  and  interests  of  tbe 
lessees  and  others,  who  may  have  jcontracted  with  the 
defender  bona  fide,  and  before  the  dependence  of  the 
present  process ;  and  also  without  prejudice  to  the  title 
of  the  common  creditors,  to  have  the  value  of  the 
estates  in  question,  and  the  amount  of  the  iDterme- 
diate  produce  thereof  applied  in  payment  of  their  de- 
mands, the  expenses  incurred  by  the  pursuer  in 
recovering  the  same  being  first  deducted.  And  it  is 
further  ordered,  that  an  account  be  taken  of  the 
several  sums  of  money  which  the  defender  hath  ac- 
tually paid  as  the  original  price  of  the  said  estates^  and 
also  of  such  further  sums  of  money  as  he  hath  actuaDj 
laid  out  for  the  benefit  and  improvement  of  the  said 
estates,  and  that  interest  be  computed  at  the  abore- 
mentioned  rate,  upon  the  said  several  sums,  from  the 
lands,  when  the  same  were  actually  disbursed,  and 
that  one  of  the  said  accounts  be  set  against  the  other, 
and  such  rests  made  in  taking  the  same,  as  jusdee 
may  require ;  and  that  either  party  do  pay  to  the  other 
such  sum  of  money  as  shall  be  found  due  on  the  balance 
of  the  accounts,  if  nothing  be  due  to  the  defender,  or 
upon  payment  of  what  shall  be  so  found  due,  that  the 
defender  do  re-convey  the  said  estates  to  the  pursueni 
subject  to  the  demands  of  their  creditors,  and  to  the 
leases  and  other  contracts  as  aforesaid,  in  such  man- 
ner as  the  said  Court  shall  think  fit  to  direct ;  and  it 
is  also  further  ordered,  that  the  cause  be  remitted 
back  to  the  Court  of  Session,  and  that  the  said  Court  do 
give  all  necessary  and  proper  directions  for  carrying 
this  judgment  into  execution. 


For  Appellants,  R,  DundaSf  Jas,  Mansfield,  R,  M^hXoA. 
For  Respondents,  Sir  X  Scott^  Robert  Blair,  W,  Grants 

W.  Miller,  W.Adi 
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John  Jahibson,  Sheriff  Clerk  of  Alloa, ' 
Stetbn Maxwell,  Merchant  in  Glas- 
gow, and  John  Haig,  Distiller  in[^PP^<^^>  bu88bl,&c. 
Lochrin,         ... 

John  Rdssel,  "W.S.,  and  John  Saw-)    „  ,    . 

TBRS  of  Bell's  Mills,  (Water  of  Leith),^  ^^^'i^^wte- 

House  of  Lords,  18th  April  1792.» 

UsB  OP  A  Stream  or  Burn — Nuisancb— Sebyitddb. — The  Loch* 
rin  hum,  which  receiTes  the  common  sewers  of  part  of  the  city  of 
Edinburgh,  and  then  discharges  itself  into  the  Water  of  Leith, 
had  been  used  at  one  time  by  the  respondents,  as  it  passed  their 
property,  as  pure  water  for  dressing  yictuals,  watering  cattle, 
deannng  and  rinsing  linen,  and  other  purposes ;  but  f^ter  the 
erection  of  the  Lochrin  distillery,  it  was  stated,  that  the  said 
bom  and  the  said  Water  of  Leith,  had  become  so  polluted  as  to 
be  unfit  for  any  use,  by  the  dreg?,  refuse,  or  other  poisonous 
matter  thrown  into  the  bum  from  the  distillery,  and  that  the 
-  effluTia  arising  from  it  was  most  nauseous  and  imwholesome. 
A  proof  in  a  declarator  and  interdict  was  allowed,  which  was 
conflicting;  but  the  re^ondents  admitted  that  the  common 
sewers  of  certain  parts  of  the  city  flowed  into  the  Lochrin  bum, 
and  this  by  prescriptive  right  Held,  in  the  Court  of  Session, 
that  the  appellants,  by  the  operations  in  their  distillery,  had  no 
right  to  throw  their  dregs  or  refuse  of  the  distillery  into  the 
bum.  In  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  remit  was  made,  to  in- 
quire how  far  the  bum  was  liable  to  the  senritude  of  a  common 
sewer,  and  how  far  the  actual  use  made  of  it  by  the  distillery, 
could,  in  that  case,  be  impeached  in  law  as  a  nuisance. 

The  common  sewers  from  George's  Square,  and  the  diffe- 
rent streets  in  that  neighbourhood,  namely,  Nicolson  Street, 
Potterrow,  and  Sciennes,  fall  into  the  Meadow,  which  is 
situated  to  the  west  and  south-westward,  and  pass  along 
the  main  drain,  which  leads  to  Lochrin,  where  the  con- 
tents form  a  small  rill,  which  runs  from  thence  in  a  north- 
westerly direction. 

In  additition  to  the  contents  of  these  common  sewers  and 
ditches,  the  rill  which  thus  passes  Lochrin,  thus  receives 
the  foul  water  which  falls  from  the  washing  ground  of 
Bmntisfield  Links,  that  which  is  thrown  into  it  by  the 
dyers,  and  other  tradesmen  and  manufacturers,  and  that 
^which  falls  from  all  the  cow-houses  in  the  immediate  neigh- 

*  Omitted  at  its  proper  date. 
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bourhood,  besides  the  discbarge  from  the  common  sewers 

7    and  gutters  of  the  whole  of  that  subarb. 

p,  '     '     This  bum  of  Lochrin,  as  it  has  been  called,  might  have 

BC88BL,  &c.   been  smelt  at  a  great  distance,  and,  as  the  city  increased  to- 

wards  that  quarter,  its  volume  became  larger,  and  the  effluTia 

greater. 

Such  was  the  account  of  it  giren  bj  the  appellants,  but 
a  different  history  of  this  bum  is  set  forth  in  the  respon- 
dents' action. 

About  twenty  years  before  this  action  was  raised,  Lochrin 
belonged  in  property  to  Alexander  Ponton,  architect,  who 
had  resided  there  several  years,  and  left  it  on  account  of 
the  nauseous  smell  which  at  all  times,  particularly  in  sum- 
mer, this  rill  of  putrid  water  sent  forth.  He  sold  it  in  the 
year  1772,  to  Alexander  Reid,  who  converted  the  place, 
which  was  formerly  a  brewery,  into  a  distillery,  and  carried 
on  the  business  of  a  distiller  there,  without  interruptioo. 
In  the  year  1784,  the  ground  and  distillery  were  purcbased 
by  the  appellant,  Mr.  Haig,  who  carried  on  the  same  busi- 
ness without  intermption,  having  previously  erected  addi- 
tional buildings  and  machinery,  until  the  present  action  was 
raised.  The  property  then  came  into  the  hands  of  the  other 
appellants,  Mr.  Haig's  trastees. 

Conceiving  that  the  water  of  the  said  bum  was  polluted, 
by  the  operations  of  Mr.  Haig  in  working  his  distillery,  from 
alleged  poisonous  matter  thrown  into  it  from  the  distillery, 
the  respondents  brought  a  declarator  and  interdict.  The 
summons  set  forth :  '^  That  the  burn  (rivulet)  called  Loch- 
*'  rin,  when  it  comes  out  at  the  west  end  of  the  meadow, 
''  commonly  called  Hope's  Park,  and  which  afterwards 
"  passes  under  the  name  of  Cross  Burn,  runs  through  part 
*^  of  the  said  lands  belonging  to  the  pursuer,  John  Bossel, 
'*  and  in  the  course  thereof,  waters  four  several  enclosures 
''  belonging  to  him,  and  falls  into  the  said  Water  of  Leilh, 
**  a  little  above  Goltbridge.  That  John  Sawyers  is  pro- 
'*  prietor  of  the  lands  of  Bellas  Mills,  situated  upon  the  river 
**  or  Water  of  Leith.  That  the  said  pursuers,  their  authors,  or 
*'  tenants,  have  been  in  the  immemorial  right  and  possession 
''  of  the  water  of  the  said  bum  and  river,  and  in  the  pracdoe 
'*  of  using  the  same  for  the  purpose  of  dressing  victuals, 
**  washing  and  bleaching  clothes,  watering  their  cattle,  and 
*' other  domestic  uses;  and  which,  till  within  these  few 
<'  years  past,  was  good  and  wholesome  water  ;  but,  since  the 
**  time  the  distillery  at  Lochrin,  which  is  situated  upon  the 
*<  bank  of  the  said  bum,  came  to  be  the  property  of,  or  pos* 
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**  sessed  by  John  Haig,  distiller,  owing  to  the  operations  of 

**  the  said  John  Haig,  and  his  conveying  by  some  means  or    

"  other,  the  dregs,  refuse,  filth,  or  other  nauseous  sub-  '^milion,  &c. 
**  stances,  issuing  or  arising  from  the  said  distillery,  into  the  busssl,  &c. 
**  said  bum,  the  water  both  of  the  said  burn  and  river,  has 
"  become  putrid,  unclean,  and  unfit  for  the  use  either  of  man 
"  or  beast."  And  concluding  to  have  it  decerned  and  de- 
clared, '*  That  the  said  pursuers  (respondents)  and  tenants 
**  had,  and  have  good  and  undoubted  right  to  possess  and  use 
*^  the  water  in  the  said  burn  and  river  respectively,  for 
*'  watering  their  cattle,  washing  and  cleansing  clothes,  and 
**  other  family  uses  as  formerly,  and  to  have  it  declared, 
^*  that  by  the  operations  of  Mr.  Haig,  the  water  both  in  the 
*^  Lochrin  bum  and  river  of  Leith,  has  become,  and  is  now 
'^  polluted,  as  to  render  the  same  useless.  That  they  ought 
*^  not  BO  to  be  molested  in  their  possession,  nor  Mr.  Haig 
^*  any  right  to  make  the  water  useless,  in  the  manner  set 
*^  forth ;  and  further,  that  he  ought  to  be  interdicted 
**  from  putting  any  of  the  refuse  or  othor  materials  into  the 
*'  burn  or  river,  and  from  polluting  and  poisoning  the  water 
"  thereof,  in  all  time  coming." 

No  averment  was  mado  in  the  summons  as  to  prohibiting 
Mr.  Haig  from  conveying  into  the  burn  or  river,  simple 
water,  either  from  his  distillery,  or  the  fire  or  steam  engine, 
by  which  he  raised  pure  water  from  a  well  for  his  manufac- 
ture, and,  in  point  of  fact,  the  appellants  contended  that  they 
issued  nothing  from  their  distillery  into  the  Lochrin  burn 
but  plain,  unmixed,  or  undiluted  water.  Nor  was  it  alleged 
that  the  distillery  itself  was  a  nuisance,  or  had  become  so 
by  its  operations.  Other  actions  were  brought,  one  by  the 
proprietors  of  the  Canon  Mills,  and  another  by  certain  wash- 
erwomen on  the  River  of  Leith,  and  were  conjoined.  The 
Lord  Ordinary  allowed  a  proof  before  answer,  reserving  all 
questions  as  to  the  relevancy  of  the  averments. 

The  proof  led  seemed  to  be  conflicting.  On  the  one  hand, 
many  witnesses  declared,  that,  previous  to  Mr.  Haig  work- 
ing the  distillery,  the  burn  had  always  a  nauseous  smell,  - 
and  indeed,  previous  to  any  distillery  being  erected,  that 
the  water  was  both  so  foul  and  thick,  as  to  prevent  a  neigh- 
bouring gardener  from  watering  his  plants  in  the  nursery 
with  it.  That  this  burn  issued  from  the  ditches  in  the 
Meadows,  or  Hope  Park,  and  that  the  common  sewers  and 
gutiem  from  the  houses  in  George  Square,  Nicolson  Street, 
PotterrowandSciennes,  &c., emptied  themselvesinto  it.  That 
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a  chemist  had  beea  ordered  to  examine  the  water^  both  abore 

and  below  the  difltiUery,  who,  having  analysed  samples  of 

JAMIK80N,  &c.  ^^^  ^^^^  before  it  reached  the  distillery,  and  alao  a  sample 

RUS5EL,  &c.  after  it  passed  the  distillery,  declared  that  both  had  the 
same  smell,  like  putrid,  or  ditch  water.  The  water  in  both 
samples  contained  but  a  very  small  quantity  of  yitriolic  add, 
and  not  so  mach  as  ordinary  hard  water.  That  they  con- 
tained no  poisonous  quality,  but  were  yery  offenmye  both  in 
taste  and  smell* 

Some  of  the  witnesses,  on  the  other  hand,  dedared  that 
the  water  at  the  distillery  was  so  bad,  that  no  use  could  be 
made  of  it  there.  That  long  before  the  distillery's  opera- 
tions, the  water  of  the  burn  was  perfectly  pure  and  whok* 
some,  and  that  their  families  had  used  it  for  dressing  Tictoab. 
Some  had  watered  their  cattle,  and  others  had  used  it  for 
bleaching  and  rinsing  their  linen.  Thereafter  it  became  pol- 
luted, and  was  unfit  for  any  use,  having  a  nauseous  smell,  and 
being  putrid.  The  appellants,  willing  to  conceal  nothing, 
stated  further,  that  the  washes  or  low  wines  which  hare 
been  got  by  the  process  of  distillation,  are  distilled  a  second 
time,  and  produce  the  spirits  of  the  second  extraction,  and 
when  no  more  spirit  arises  from  the  still,  the  residuum  being 
pure  transparent  water,  is  thrown  out.  With  this  residunm 
nothing  could  be  mixed,  everything  being  extracted  before 
being  thrown  out  into  the  burn. 
Dec.  7, 1789.  T^^^  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor :  *^  In  the  pio- 
**  cess  respecting  the  distillery  at  Lochrin,  in  which  Messis. 
<<  Russel  and  Saywers  are  pursuers,  repel  the  defence,  find 
<'  the  defenders  (appeUants)  are  not  entitled  to  convey  the 
«  water  from  their  fire  engine  and  distillery,  or  to  throw  the 
«  dregs,  refuse,  or  materials  of  their  manufacture  into  the 
^<  burn  called  Lochrin,  or  Gross  Bum,  discharge  and  inler> 
^'  diet  them  from  so  doing  in  all  time  coming,  and  deeeni 
^<  and  declare  accordingly ;  and,  in  the  other  process  respect^ 
^'  ing  the  distillery  at  Canonmills,  in  respect  that  the  pur- 
'^  suers  do  not  appear,  dismiss  the  said  process." 

The  appellants  presented  a  petition  to  the  Court  againl 
this  interlocutor.  In  the  answers  to  this  petition,  the  re- 
spondents maintained,  that  no  person  is  entitled,  in  canying 
on  a  manufactory,  to  convert  it  into  a  nuisance,  by  connpt- 
ing  and  rendering  unfit  for  man  or  beast  a  perennial  rivulel, 
or  stream  of  water,  running  through  anoiiher's  grounds. 
The  appellants,  on  the  other  hand,  contended,  that  so  far 
from  the  distillery  being  the  cause  of  this  alleged  nuisanee, 
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they  offered  to  proye,  that  at  the  period  when  the  distillery 

ceafied  to  be  worked,  the  water  of  this  burn,  from  the  place    ' — 

where  it  passed  through  Lochrin,  tiU  it  feU  into  the  Water  of  '^"'^^l^'''^'^^- 
Leith,  was  in  its  whole  course,  so  black,  putrid,  and  nau-   eusbel,  &c. 
seoos,  as  to  be  utterly  unfit  for  the  use  of  man  or  beast,  or 
for  any  domestic  purpose  whateyer.    But  tho  Court  ad- 
hered to  the  former  interlocutor.     Two  other  petitions  Nov.  22, 1791. 
were  presented,  but  the  Lords  refused  the  prayer  of  the  P *'^'  |i  7ZZZ 
same.  - '     ' 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

I^leaded/orthe  Appeltants. — The  interlocutors  pronoun- 
ced are  not  warranted  by  the  action,  but  depart  from  the 
pleadings  and  issue  of  fact,  and  eyidence  thereof,  contained 
in  the  summons.  The  injury  described  in  the  summons  is, 
"  that  owing  to  the  operations  of  the  said  John  Haig,  and 
»<  bis  conyeying,  by  some  means  or  other,  the  dregs,  re- 
**  fuse,  filth,  or  other  nauseous  substances,  issuing  or  arising 
**  from  the  said  distillery,  into  the  said  bum,  the  water, 
**  both  of  the  said  bum  and  riyer,  has  become  putrid,  un- 
*'  clean,  and  unfit  for  the  use  either  of  man  or  beast."  The 
grieyance  is  not  ascribed  to  John  Haig  generally;  but  the 
nature  of  his  operations,  and  the  manner  in  which  they  are 
said  to  produce  the  effect  complained  of,  are  specially  de- 
scribed. He  is  charged  with  conyeying  nauseous  dregs,  re- 
fuse, or  filth,  into  the  said  burn,  although  there  is  not  a 
▼estige  of  proof  on  this  subject,  and  the  summons  concludes, 
that  he  should  be  discharged  *'  from  polluting  and  poison- 
**  ing  the  water  in  all  time  coming,  so  as  to  render  the  same 
*<  unfit  for  the  pursuers'  use."  But  the  interlocutor  com- 
plained of  prohibits  what  is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  sum- 
mons, namely,  conyeying  the  water  from  their  fire  engine, 
or  throwing  their  refuse,  dregs,  or  other  materials  into  the 
said  burn,  and  therefore  widely  departs  from  the  conclusions 
of  the  summons.  Further,  while  it  is  apparent  that  the  action 
is  directed  against  the  misuse  to  the  burn  by  throwing  into 
it  poisonous  dregs,  refuse,  and  other  materials,  there  is  no 
question  made  or  put  into  issue  disputing  the  appellants' 
right  of  conyeying  away  simple  water  or  innoxious  matter 
into  this  burn.  They  offered  to  proye  that  the  water  and 
refuse  which  fell  from  their  distillery  into  the  burn  had  no- 
thing nauseous  or  noxious  in  it ;  but  this  tender  of  proof  was 
rejected.  2od,  Supposing  the  interlocutors  fall  under  the 
subject  matter  of  the  action,  yet  there  is  no  law  to  preyent 
any  person  from  throwing  water  or  other  innoxious  matter 
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into  a  common  stream  of  running  water.     It  woald  be  a  law 
— —    against  natare  and  the  existence  of  society  if  sach  ezifted ; 
JAMIE80N,  &c.  fQY  \^  ig  by  means  of  running  waters  that  substances  are  car- 
RiissEL  &c.  ^^^  ^^  which  would  otherwise  corrupt  and  taint  the  atmos- 
phere.   The  exercise  of  this  natural  right,  common  to  all, 
can  only  amount  to  an  injury,  when  so  great  a  quantity  of 
matter  is  thrown  into  the  stream  as  to  divert  its  course  or 
overflow  its  banks,  or  when  the  matter  or  substances  so 
thrown  into  it  are  of  a  poisonous  or  pernicious  quality.   And 
if  this  be  the  law  with  respect  to  clear  running  wator,  it 
must  a  fortiori  be  the  law  as  to  the  dirty  bum  now  in  ques- 
tion.   Sd,  But  the  appellants  have  only  continued  a  mani- 
factory  that  has  existed  for  many  years  before  the  appellant, 
Haigy  acquired  it,  only  on  a  greater  scale. 

Pleaded  by  the  Bespondente. — 1 .  It  is  a  general  rule  of 
law,  that  a  person  whose  prop^erty  lies  on  the  banks  of  a  per- 
ennial stream,  cannot  appropriate  it  entirely  to  himself.  Be 
may  use  it  for  all  domestic  purposes,  and  may  apply  it  to 
artificial  purposes,  such  as  driving  wheels  employed  in  manu- 
factures. But  he  must  allow  it  to  descend  in  the  usiud 
channel,  and  in  such  state  as  to  enable  those  whose  pro- 
perty is  in  lower  situations  to  make  every  lawful  use  of  it 
Stair,  B.  ii.  Many  authorities  might,  if  necessary,  be  quoted  in  support 
^:  J' S  }h,    of  this  doctrine,  which  is  founded  not  on  the  municipal  law 

Diet.  vol.  111.         ,      ,  ,  .       .  ,  A     1  .-   .  . 

p.  350.  only,  but  on  natural  justice  and  reason.    And  if  the  superior 

heritor  cannot  deprive  the  inferior  of  the  benefit  of  the 
stream  of  water  by  diverting  its  course,  as  little  can  he  be 
permitted  to  do  so  by  corrupting  it  to  such  degree  as  ren- 
ders it  unfit  to  serve  the  primary  uses  of  water.  2.  The 
evidence  in  this  cause  establishes,  beyond  a  doubt,  that  the 
stream,  called  Lochrin,  was  formerly  pure  in  its  coune 
through  the  respondents'  grounds,  and  that  it  was  used  for 
watering  cattle,  and  all  domestic  purposes;  that  it  became 
contaminated  and  unfit  for  use  by  the  operations  at  the 
appellants'  distillery ;  and  that  these  operations  were  the  sole 
cause  of  its  becoming  unserviceable;  because,  when  they 
were  stopped  for  a  time,  the  water  became  pure  as  before. 
It  is  also  established,  that  these  operations  not  only  ren- 
dered the  water  unfit  for  use,  but  highly  offensive  to  the 
smell,  and  consequently  prejudicial  to  the  health  of  those 
who  live  near  it.  The  respondents  are  therefore  entitled  to 
a  decree  confirming  them  in  their  former  innocent  right  to 
tho  use  of  the  water,  and  to  the  removal  of  a  recent  nuis- 
ance.   3.  Nor  can  the  respondents  admit  that  the 
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of  this  barn  being  pollated,  is  to  be  ascribed  solely  to  its      |<^95. 

being  a  common  receptacle  of  the  common  sewers  of  a  part    « 

of  the  city  of  Edinburgh  ;  because  it  is  proved  by  the  evi-  du  botbbat, 
dence,  that  the  rivulet  has  other  sources,  and  that  the  water         ^' 
was  pure  and  fit  for  use  when  it  reached  the  respondents'  vackkhzis, 
grounds,  and  would  be  so  at  this  moment,  notwithstanding        ^^' 
the  drain  from  the  city,  were  it  not  for  the  appellants'  works. 
If  the  drain  from  the  city  of  Edinburgh  were  to  render  the 
water  unwltolesome,  or  unfit  for  use,  the  respondents  be- 
hoved no  doubt  to  submit  to  it,  because  it  is  necessary,  and 
the  citizens  have  a  right  by  prescription ;  but  that  is  no  rea- 
son why  the  appellants  should  be  permitted  to  increase  that 
mischief  to  the  injury  of  the  respondents. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged,  That  the  cause  be  remitted  back 
to  the  Court  of  Session,  in  Scotland,  in  order  that 
the  said  Court  may  inquire  how  far  the  rill,  called  Loch- 
rin  bum,  or  Cross  burn,  is  liable  to  the  service  of  a 
common  sewer,  and  to  receive  the  offscourings  of  houses 
and  other  trades,  and  in  what  parts  built  and  estab- 
lished, or  hereafter  to  be  built  or  established,  and  to 
what  extent :  Also,  how  far  the  actiud  use  made  of  the 
distillery  in  question  can  be  impeached  in  law  as  a 
nuisance  of  a  rill  so  circumstanced,  and  by  what 
means,  in  particular,  within  the  description  of  the  libel, 
such  annoyance  is  occasioned,  and  how  far  the  same 
affects  the  parks  of  Mr.  Russell,  the  pursuer  (respon- 
dent) in  the  said  libel  mentioned." 

For  Appellants,—  W,  Adamj  Thomas  McDonald. 
For  Bespondents, —  W,  Grants  J,  Anstruther. 

Note. — ^The  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  seems  to  have  been 
decisive  of  the  question,  as  no  further  steps  appear  to  have  been  ta- 
ken in  the  case  under  the  remit. 


John  Pbtbr  Du  Boveray  and  Others,  Cre-) 

ditors  of  Mackenzie  of  Redcastlc,  )  AppellanU. 

John  Mackenzie  and  Others,  Creditors  on)    _ 

8aid  Estate.  .  .  \Re»p<mdmU. 

House  of  Lords,  1st  June  1795. 

*. 

Adjdoicatiom — Imtimatiok — ^Provision — Jus  CKEDiTi.«-If  inti-  i 

mation  be  givenin  the  first  effectual  adjudication  in  order  that  cre-  \ 
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1795.  ditors  may  be  conjoined,  it  is  not  an  objection  to  any  poi* 

-'  tenor  adjudications,  (so  as  to  disappoint  them  of  their  proper  place 

^"  "fc^**^^^*      *^  ^®  ranking),  that  no  intimation  in  terms  of  the  statate  v»s 
„  *  given,  the  want  of  such  intimation  not  being  a  nullity. — By 

MACKENZIE,       au  auteuuptial  contract,  it  was  provided  that  the  children's  pro- 
^^*  visions  should  be  payable  to  them  at  the  father's  death,  and 

'*  to  bear  interest  from  the  majority  or  marriage  of  the  said  diil- 
dren :"  Held,  in  respect  the  father  was  bound  to  pay  intefest 
upon  the  sums  so  provided,  from  the  time  of  the  children  s  mar- 
riage or  majority,  that  they  had  a  jus  crediti,  and  might  have 
used  diligence  in  their  father's  lifetime. 

In  the  ranking  and  sale  of  the  estate  of  Mackenzie  of  Bed- 
castle,  several  objections  arose  to  the  claima  of  the  creditors 
claiming  to  be  ranked  preferably  on  the  estate.  Two  classes 
of  heritable  debts  appeared.  Those  constitued  hj  heritable 
bond  and  infeftment,  which  were  classed  first;  and  those 
constituted  by  adjudication,  which  were  ritnked  in  the  second 
place. 

Of  the  latter  class,  the  first  effectual  adjudication  was 
obtained  by  George  Gillanders  of  Highfield  on  Jane  18, 
1788,  after  which,  there  followed  a  variety  of  other  adjudi- 
cations at  the  instance  of  different  creditors,  all  led  within 
year  and  day,  in  terms  of  the  act  1661>  c.  62,  and  were  ranked 
pari  passu,  so  as  to  draw  equally  in  proportion  to  their  re- 
spective debts.  And,  in  the  third  place,  were  ranked  those 
adjudications  led  beyond  the  year  and  day,  creditors  who,  in 
this  case,  had  very  small  prospect  of  getting  anything. 

Among  these  was  the  claim  of  Peter  du  Boveray,  the  appel- 
lant, who  stated  an  objection  to  all  the  adjudications  that  were 
23  Geo.  IIL  ranked  preferably  to  him, founded  on  thefoUowingenactment 
c.  18,  §  5.       regarding  adjudications: ''  That,  in  order  to  lessen  the  number 
'*  ofadjudications,  and,  consequently,  theezpenseupon  abank- 
*'  rupt  estate,  the  Lord  Ordinary  officiating  in  the  Coart  of 
'^  Session,  before  whom  any  process  of  adjudication  is  called, 
"  shall  ordain  intimation  thereof  to  be  made  in  the  minute- 
''  book  and  on  the  walls,  in  order  that  any  other  creditors  of 
'*  the  common  debtor,  who  may  think  proper  to  adjudge  hk 
'^  estate,  and  are  in  readiness  for  it,  may  produce  the  in- 
*'  structions  of  their  debts,  and  be  conjoined  in  the  decree  of 
**  adjudication ;  and  a  reasonable  time,  not  exceeding  twenty 
'*  sederunt  days,  shall  be  given  for  that  purpose,  unless 
**  there  be  any  hazard  from  a  delay,  which  the  Court  and 
*'  the  Lord  Ordinary  shall  judge  of." 
In  Gillanders'  adjudication,  being  the  first  effectual  one. 
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intimation  was  given,  and  seyeral  creditors  appeared,  and       ...g^ 
were  conjoined  with  him,  bat  in  all  the  other  adjudications,    


which  had  been  ranked  by  the  conunon  agent,  prior  to  the  du  botebat, 
appellant,  Mr.  Du  Roveray,  this  requisite  form  had  been        ^^' 
neglected,  and  he  therefore  contended,  Ist,  That  in  place   mackbuzu, 
of  being  entitled  to  a  preference,  they  were  absolutely        ^^* 
void  and  null.    2.  Even  if  not  null,  they  could  only  be 
sustained  as  regarded  the  debt  of  that  creditor  who  had 
raised  a  summons  of  adjudication,  not  as  to  the  debt  of  those 
who  had  been  conjoined  without  raising  any  such  summons 
of  adjudication;  and,  3.  That,  at  any  rate,  the  appellant, 
who  was  in  readiness  to  have  been  conjoined  in  the  adjudi* 
cations  preferred,  ought  to  be  ranked  pari  pcusu  with  those 
adjudgers,  with  whose  adjudications  he  might  and  would 
have  been  conjoined,  if  legal  intimation  had  been  given. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  ordered  memorials,  and  reported  to 
the  Court.     The  Court,  of  this  date,  repelled  the  objections  Dec  2 1,1792. 
to  the  adjudication  of  John  Mackenzie  and  others.     On  re- 
claiming petition,  the  Court  adhered.  *  Mar.  5, 


*  Opinions  of  Judges : 

Lord  Presidsmt  Campbell. — ^'This  is  a  question  concerning 
the  intimation  of  adjudications. 

**  The  clause  in  the  act  authorizing  intimation  is  loosely  worded, 
and  must  be  constraed  in  a  rational  manner,  so  as  to  answer  the 
end  and  object  which  was  in  view.  1st,  We  must  inquire  whe- 
ther it  was  meant  that  the  intimation  should  be  an  indispensable 
requisite  in  every  adjudication.  2nd,  Supposing  it  to  apply  to  all 
(adjudications},  what  ought  to  be  the  consequence  of  omissions  ? 

''  As  to  the  first,  the  act  (23  Geo.  III.  c.  18,  §  5),  itself  says  not, 
and  leares  a  good  deal  to  the  discretion  of  the  Judge.  It  is  a  strong 
measure  to  stop  the  course  of  legal  dih'gence,  even  for  a  day,  or  for  an 
hour.  The  rule  is  jura  vigUaniihus.  (vigUantibus  rum  dormieniibus^ 
jura  mbveniunt  f)  But,  says  the  act,  let  other  creditors  who  are  ready 
be  admitted,  if  this  can  be  done  without  prejudice  to  you.  the  adjudger. 
The  only  thing  meant  is  to  save  expense,  and  to  abridge  legal  pro- 
ceedings ;  and,  in  the  case  of  the  first  adjudger,  this  may  always  be 
done  with  safety ;  for  it  is  clear  that  he  can  suffer  nothing  by  the 
delay  of  twenty  days.  In  the  case  of  subsequent  adjudgers,  this  is 
not  so  clear.  There  may  be  some  hazard,  more  or  less.  The  Judge 
therefore  has,  for  the  most  part,  been  in  use  to  dispense  with  the 
intimation  in  that  case,  and  the  act  gives  him  a  power  of  so  doing. 
The  minute-book,  though  in  general  a  necessary  form,  is  often  dis- 
pensed with.  If  there  be  any  thing  ambiguous  in  the  words,  the  prac- 
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1795.  Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant — The  act  is  explicit  in  dedar- 


DDBOYEBAT,  j^g  that  overj  adjudication  for  debt,  without  distinguiishing 
^, '         between  first  and  second  adjudications,  requires  intimatioD ; 

&c.  '  tice  of  the  Court  ought  to  go  some  length  in  explaining  them^ — Fide 
the  act  of  Sederunt  about  Sasines. 

*^  2nd  point  The  Act  neither  says  nor  means  that  the  regalatioa 
shall  be  enforced  under  the  certification  of  nullity.  The  sole  object 
of  the  law  being  to  save  expense,  and  to  communicate  the  benefit  of 
a  certain  legal  diligence  at  the  instance  of  one  creditor  to  other  cre- 
ditors in  a  similar  situation ;  this  object  may  be  fully  attained,  snd 
full  justice  may  be  done  to  all  without  annulling  the  diligence. 
This  (annulling  of  the  diligence)  would  be  doing  great  injustice  to 
the  party,  who,  by  the  common  rules  of  law,  is  the  best  entitled  to 
the  favour  of  law,  as  being  the  most  yigilant.  The  law  does  sot 
mean  to  do  any  injury  to  him,  but  to  admit  others,  in  certain  cir- 
cumstances, to  participate  in  that  benefit,  as  in  the  case  of  arrest- 
ments and  poindings.  If  he  has  wrongfully  omitted  the  neceawy 
form  of  giving  them  notice  to  appear  for  their  interests,  this  may  bar 
him  from  any  plea  of  preference  in  competition  with  them,  or  nay 
entide  them  to  be  put  in  the  same  situation  as  if  notice  had  beea 
given,  but  never  can  go  farther." 

Lord  Craio,  Probationkr. — **  I  think  the  objection  not  good. 
The  object  of  the  law  was  to  save  the  fund  for  division  from  ume- 
cessary  expense  of  leading  separate  diligence.  After  the  first  adju- 
dication is  led  there  is  a  prescription  runidng,  and  therefore  it  is 
dangerous  to  delay." 

Lord  Justice  Clerk. — ^*  Of  same  opinion.  There  is  pericubm  ts 


ntora. 


Lord  Swinton. — ^^  I  am  for  altering  the  interlocutor.** 
Lord  Justice  Clerk. — ^  I  am  for  adhering.    It  was  not  in- 
tended to  put  negligent  creditors  on  the  same  footing  widi  vigilant. 
But  the  petition  is  well  founded  in  second  prayer. — (^Vide  Session 
Papers).     If  it  be  a  good  objection,  the  adjudication  is  a  nulfity." 

The  Lord  President. — I  am  for  adhering,  except  as  to  the  third 
prayer,  (viz.,  ranking  the  objectors  pari  passu  with  those  erediloa 
with  whom  they  would  have  been  conjoined  had  intimati<m  been 
given)." 
Lord  Justice  Clerk. — <^  I  am  now  for  adhering  m  /oto.** 
Lord  Eskorote, — **  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  to  the  second 
prayer,  (which  prayed  to  annul  the  rights  of  such  creditors  as  had 
been  conjoined  with  the  adjudication  which  had  not  been  so  inti- 
mated), as  the  Ordinary  has  a  right  to  dispense  vrith  intimalioo, 
he  has  done  so  by  admitting  them  creditors  without  intimation.  The 
third  prayer  is  without  the  act  altogether.  We  cannot  dvspeimt 
with  the  law.*' 

Vide  President  Campbell's  Session  Papers,  Vol.  69. 
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and  the  reason  for  appointing  this  intimation  in  second  ad-        ^795 
judications  applies  just  as  forcibly  as  to  the  first  adjudication, 
the  object  of  the  statute  being  to  put  it  in  the  power  of  ^^  ^^^^     ' 
creditors  to  obtain  adjudications  without  the  necessity  of  a  v 

previous  summons  of  adjudication,  but  simply  by  producing  "^^Jj*^'***' 
the  intimations  of  debt,  conjoined  with  the  first  adjudication, 
when  intimation  was  made  to  that  eflfect*  The  statute 
expressly  enjoins  intimation  as  a  means  undoubtedly  of 
attaining  an  end,  but  both  the  intimation,  and  the  conjoin- 
ing to  which  that  intimation  leads,  are  part  and  parcel  of 
one  end,  namely,  the  saving  expense  in  leading  separate 
adjudications.  And  if  the  adjudications  led,  without  any 
such  intimation,  were  good  at  all,  it  could  only  be  those  cre- 
ditors who  had  actually  raised  a  summons  of  adjudication, 
and  not  as  to  those  other  creditors  who  had  got  themselves 
conjoined,  without  any  such  summons,  and  without  any  inti- 
mation. The  adjudication,  without  intimation,  may  be  good 
88  to  the  debt,  but  invalid  as  in  competition  with  other 
creditors.  And  as  the  appellant  was  in  readiness  to  have 
been  conjoined  with  such  adjudications,  had  intimation  been 
given,  he  is  entitled  to  be  ranked  pari  passu  with  them. 

PUadedfor  the  Respondents, — That  the  intention  of  the 
statute  was,  1.  To  save  expense  upon  the  bankrupt  estate, 
by  lessening  as  much  as  possible  the  number  of  separate 
summonses,  and  separate  decreets  of  adjudication ;  and,  2. 
To  introduce  in  favour  of  those  creditors  who  were  in  readi- 
ness to  adjudge,  a  privilege  of  being  conjoined  in  the  same 
decreet  of  adjudication  with  the  creditor  whose  summons 
had  come  into  Court,  instead  of  raising  a  separate  summons, 
and  going  through  the  preliminary  forms  otherwise  required. 
That  the  statute  did  not  make  this  a  statutory  solemnity, 
essential  to  the  validity  of  the  adjudication,  so  much  as  it 
was  a  mere  privilege  allowed  to  those  who  might  seek  to  be 
conjoined,  and  who  were  in  readiness  so  to  do.  Intimation 
was  not  the  end  of  the  legislature,  so  much  as  it  was  a 
means  of  accomplishing  the  saving  of  expense,  and  thereby 
benefiting  both  debtor  and  creditor,  which  was  the  end  in  view. 
It  was  sufficient  for  this  purpose  that  intimation  was  given 
in  the  first  efiectual  adjudication,  and  that  in  practice  this 
had  hitherto  been  deemed  sufficient,  which  practice  further 
confirmed  the  meaning  of  the  statute  to  be,  that  intimation 
in  first  adjudications  was  all  that  was  necessary.  But  even 
supposing  the  statute  had  required  intimation  in  all  subse- 
quent adjudications,  it  did  not  follow  that  the  adjudication 
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1795.       was  in  consequence  void  and  nuU.    Every  thing  done  con- 

trarj  to  a  statute  is  not  necessarily  null.    Wheneyer  the 

Du  BovBRAT,  legislature  intends  this  consequence  to  follow,  it  will  say  so, 

9, '        but,  in  the  present  case»  nothing  of  the  kind  appears ;  and 

XACKEMziB,  therefore  there  was  no  ground  for  maintaining  that  thow 

creditors  who  had  been  conjoined  in  second  and  posterior 

adjudications  fwt  intimated^  were  not  entitled  to  be  ranked 

before  the  appellant,  who  has  shown  no  evidence  that  he 

was  in  readiness  to  be  conjoined  at  that  date,  and  no  eTi- 

dence  that  his  debt  was  then  even  constituted. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained 
of  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  £o&.  Dundas^Ro.  Culleuj  Geo.  Danielb, 
For  Respondents,  Sir  John  Scotty  William  Tait. 


Another  objection  stated  by  the  appellants  in  the  Bame 
case  as  the  preceding,  was,  that  the  children  of  Captain 
Kenneth  Mackenzie,  the  bankrupt  owner  of  the  estato,  had 
been  ranked  aa  preferable  creditors  for  a  provision  of  £2000, 
which  they  were  not  entitled  to  be ;  because,  according  to 
the  law  of  Scotland,  children  were  not  entitled  to  demand 
payment  of  their  provisions,  until  all  the  deceased's  onerotn 
creditors  were  paid,  and  the  question  was,  Were  they  credi- 
tors for  their  provision,  and  so  entitled  to  rank  pari  pau^ 
or  to  a  preference  for  the  same  ?  This  depended  entudj 
upon  whether  they,  by  the  nature  of  the  provision  secured, 
had  conferred  on  them  9k  jus  crediti? 

Their,  father,  by  his  antenuptial  contract  of  msirngB, 
bound  himself ''  to  make  payment  to  the  younger  children, 
'*  to  be  procreated  of  the  marriage,  of  the  sum  of  £2000 
'*  sterling,  to  be  divided  amongst  them  in  manner  as  the  eiid 
*^  Kenneth  Mackenzie  shall  think  fit,  by  a  writing  under  Ui 
^'  hand;  and  failing  such  division,  to  be  distributed  among 
"  them  equally,  tfie  said  provision  to  be  payable  onbf  at  A$ 
*^  father's  death,  and  to  bearinterestjirom  the  majcrity  or  mar' 
*'  riage  of  the  said  children,  which  ever  of  them  shall  fini 
'<  happen,  the  said  Kenneth  Makenzie  and  his  foresaids  be> 
'^  ing  always  obliged  to  give  the  children  education  and 
"  aliment."  Kenneth  Mackenzie's  father,  Boderick,  beinf 
then  alive  and  in  possession  of  the  estate,  was  a  party  to  his 
son's  contract  of  marriage.  The  children,  after  their  father's 
death,  obtained  decreet  of  adjudication,  and  ranked  both 
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for  their  provttdon  and  aliment,  contending  that  they  had  a        1795. 
ju$  creditiy  and  were  entitled  to  a  preference  as  creditors,    — 


that  the  antenuptial  contract  was  an  onerous  deed,  that  the  ^^  boybrat, 
wife's  fortune  was  given  as  a  consideration  for  securing  these 


V. 


proTisions  to  her  children,  and  these  being  moderate  and  vacksksib, 

reasonable,  no  exception  could  be  stated.    That  although 

no  solemnia  verba  were  necessary  to  constitute  such  jus 

crediti — a  clear  evidence  of  intention  being  sufficient,  yet 

here,  by  the  conception  of  the  contract,  the  provisions  were 

made  proper  debts.    Answered :  A  man's  children  are  his 

heirs  after  his  death,  but  heirs  of  provision  are  postponed  to 

the  father's  onerous  creditors,  which  is  the  construction, 

when  the  father  is  simply  bound  to  provide  a  certain  sum. 

When  the  child  is  in  existence,  there  is  room  for  saying  that 

something  more  than  a  spes  auccesaionia  was  meant ;  but,  as 

a  general  rule,  onerous  debts  must  be  preferable  to  a  bond 

of  provision  not  payable,  as  in  this  case,  until  the  grantor's 

death ;  at  least,  that  a  bond  cannot  compete  with  onerous 

debts,  unless  the  father  was  solvent  at  the  time  of  his  death, 

which  was  not  the  case  here. 

Of  these  dates,  the  Lord  Justice  Clerk,  Ordinary,  pro-  Jane  7^9 
nounced  this  interlocutor:  '*  In  respect  that  by  the  conception  ^^^^' 
*'  of  the  contract  of  marriage,  the  father  was  bound  to  pay 
"  interest  upon  the  sums  provided  to  the  younger  children 
^'  of  the  marriage,  from  the  time  of  their  marriage  or  majo- 
*'  rity,  though  the  payment  of  the  principal  sum  was  sus- 
**  pended  till  the  death  of  the  father :  Finds  it  was  com- 
«  potent  to  the  younger  children  to  use  diligence  in  their 
''  father^s  lifetime ;  therefore  repels  the  objection  upon  that 
**  head.  Finds,  that  although  the  father  was  bound  to  ali- 
'*  ment  the  younger  children  according  to  his  circumstances, 
**  which  would  be  implied,  though  not  expressed,  yet,  in 
«*  respect  to  the  state  of  his  affairs,  the  younger  children  p^i,,  |  1792. 

'*  cannot  compete  with  onerous  creditors  for  aliment."    On  Jane  5, 

two  reclaiming  petitions  the  Court  adhered.* 

*  Opinions  of  Judges : 

Lord  Pbbsidbnt  Campbell. — ^'  The  question  is  about  a  pzovi-  June  5,  1702. 
sion  to  children,  and  whether  under  it  they  had  a^jug  crediti  ? 

**  There  is  no  real  difference,  in  my  opinion,  between  this  case 
and  that  of  the  creditors  against  the  children  of  Dunardry,  (Lachlan 
Mactavish;,  decided  15th  Nov.  I787.  (Mor.  p.  12922).  Attend  to  the 
words  of  the  clause : — ''  And  further,  with  respect  to  the  children  to  be 
*'  procreated  of  this  present  marriage,  other  than  the  heir  so  succeeding 


&c« 
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1795.  Against  the^e  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 

■  as  a  part  of  the  appeal  in  the  previoas  case. 

DP  RovBRAT,      pfoocfed  foT  tks  AppeHatUs. — Provisions  to  children  pay- 
9,  able  after  the  death  of  the  father,  cannot  compete  ^th 

MACKBNziB,  onorous  creditors,  and  more  especiallj  a  general  proviston 
to  children^  nascituri^  in  a  contract  of  marriage.  All  that 
the  children  have  daring  the  father's  life,  is  a  mere  righl  of 
succession,  not  a  jus  crediti.  And  to  give  them  more  in 
such  circnmstancds,  would  be  unjust  to  onerous  ere- 
ditors,  and  there  is  no  decision  nor  authority  in  the  law  of 
Scotland,  entitling  children  to  compete  with  onerous  crediton 
for  their  provisions,  unless  the  provision)  principal,  and  in- 
terest became  due  and  payable,  or  might  become  due  and 
payable  during  the  father's  life.  And  therefore,  tboQgh 
provisions  to  children  may  be  so  constituted  as  to  make 
them  proper  creditors,  yet,  as  the  marriage  contract  in  qnea- 
tion  is  not  so  conceived  as  to  give  the  children  such  a  jtu 
creditif  the  same  cannot  be  sustained. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — ^It  being  admitted  that 
provisions  to  children  may  be  constituted  in  such  a  mao- 
ner  so  as  to  make  them  creditors,  or  merely  heirs  of 
provision,  the  question  is,  Whether,  by  the  conception  of 
the  contract,  they  have  been  made  creditors  in  this  case? 
As  heirs  of  provision  they  could  claim  no  right  as  creditors, 
such  giving  them  only  a  spessticeessionis,  leaving  to  the  father 
the  full  right  of  administration,  power  to  contract  debt,  and 
to  spend  his  whole  fortune,  without  they  being  able  to  inter- 
fere during  his  life  ;  but  the  case  is  different  when,  by  the 
marriage  contract,  they  are  made  creditors  to  the  father  du- 
ring his  life,  because,  in  that  case,  the  children  can  tab 

'<  as  aforesaid,  he,  the  said  Kenneth  Mackenzie  binds  bimadf  to 
*<  make  payment  to  the  younger  children  to  be  procreated  of  thi 
^*  marriage,  of  the  sum  of  £2000  sterling,  to  be  divided  among  theiD, 
^  as  he  shall  think  fit;  and  failing  such  division,  to  be  distrilratcd 
•<  among  them  equally,  the  said  provisions  to  be  payable  only  at  tiie 
^'  father's  death,  and  to  bear  interest  from  the  majority  and  maniap 
*'  of  said  children. 

'*  It  could  not  be  ascertained  which  of  them  were  children,  odier 
than  the  heir,  or  how  the  division  was  to  be,  till  the  Other's  deadu 
No  claim  could  be  made  either  for  principal  or  interest  during  his  life. 
If  for  interest,  it  was  only  in  the  way  of  aliment.  I  am  against  the 
interiocutor." 

Lord  Monboddo,  Lord  Eskgrove,  and  the  Lord  Justice  Oefk,  fer 
adhering. 
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steps  to  secure  payment  of  what  is  due  to  them.    To  pro«       1795. 
duce  this  effect,  no  precise  form  of  words  have  been  fixed, 


and,  therefore,  whether  children  have  a  jva  crediti^  or  a    chalmbm, 
mere  »pe9  sttccessionis^  is  always  a  question  of  construction 


«. 


turning  upon  the  intention  of  the  contracting  parties.    If  macmwsw's 

From  the  deed  the  intention  was  to  confer  ajim  crediti,  then 

this  must  rule,  and  the  children  are  entitled  to  take  steps 

during  the  father's  life,  and  to  rank  as  creditors  on  his 

estate,  according  to  the  priority  of  their  diligence.     No 

doubt  the  provisions  here  are  made  payable  after  the  death 

of  the  father,  but  this  is  immaterial,  because  it .  is  declared 

that  they  shall  bear  interest  from  majority  or  marriage,  and 

whenever  either  of  those  events  happen,  the  pratnaums  be- 

come  duey  and  both  or  one  of  these  events  might  happen 

during  the  father's  life. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Ro.  Dundas^  Ro.  CuUen,  Geo,  Daniell. 
For  Respondent,  Sir  John  Scott^  William  Tait, 


Respondents. 


Wm.  Chalmers,  Town-Clerk  of  Dundee^ 

John  Peter  Du  Rov£RAT  of  London,!  11    §  - 

and  Others,  the  postponed  Creditors  on  r     ^^         * ' 
the  Estate  of  Redcastle,  .     / 

Alex.  Ross  and  John  Ooilvib,  for  them-  ] 
selves  and  certain  other  Creditors  of 
Roderick  and  Kenneth  Mackenzie  of 
Redcastle,  whose  debts  were  not  in. 
eluded  in  the  Trust-Disposition ;  Hec- 
tor Mackenzie,  and  Boyd  and  Han- 
nah Mackenzie,  daughters  of  the  said 
Kenneth  Mackenzie  ;  and  John  Mac- 
kenzie, of  the  City  of  Edinburgh,  for 
self  and  on  behoof  of  Others,  the  se- 
cond and  subsequent  adjudging  Credi- 
tors of  the  said  estate  of  Redcastle, 

House  of  Lords,  Ist  June  1795. 

Bbaii  Burden,  or  Personal  Right  —  Tbust-Right. — A  tmst- 
deed  was  granted,  conveying  an  estate,  for  certain  uses*  but  with* 
out  dedaring  these  uses  real  burdens  upon  the  estate.  A  list  of  the 
debts,  and  names  of  the  creditors  for  payment  of  whose  debts  the 

▼OL.  III.  2  £ 
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1793. 


CBALlCKBSy 

&C. 

9. 

MACKENZtE*S 

CRBDIT0B9. 


trust-deed  was  granted,  was  made  up  and  subscribed  by  the 
granters,  with  reference  in  the  tru8t*deed  to  this  list  as  reklin 
thereto,  and  a  direction  that  it  should  be  inserted  in  the  register 
of  sasines,  along  with  the  infeftment  to  follow  thereon,  whidi  wv 
done  accordingly :  Held  that  these  debts  were  not  created  real 
burdens  on  the  estate. 

Roderick  Mackenzie,  late  of  Redcastle,  became  a  party  to 
his  Bon's  antenuptial  contract  of  marriage,  whereby  he  dis- 
poned the  estate  of  Redcastle  to  himself  in  liferent,  and  to 
his  said  son,  Kenneth  Mackenzie,  and  his  heirs,  in  fee,  w- 
curing  at  same  time^  by  same  deed,  a  jointare  of  £200  per 
annum  to  his  wife,  and  granting  to  the  younger  children  a 
provision  of  £2000. 

Kenneth  Mackenzie  took  infeftment  upon  the  warrant  for 
sasine,  and  thereby  vested  himself  with  the  fee  of  the  estite, 
subject  to  his  father's  liferent. 

At  the  time  of  the  marriage,  Roderick  Mackenzie  was  in- 
debted in  considerable  sums,  and  for  several  years  after- 
wards, both  he  and  his  son  allowed  the  interest  to  run  on 
unpaid,  and  they  also  contracted  several  additional  debtr, 
which  rendered  some  arrangement  of  their  affairs  necessarj. 
With  this  yiew  they  executed  a  trust-deed,  empowering  the 
trustees  to  levy  the  rents  and  proceeds  of  the  estates,  and 
apply  them  in  payment  of  the  interest  due  upon  the  debts, 
and  the  surplus  divided  betwixt  the  father  and  eon;  there 
was  also  a  power  in  the  trust-deed  to  sell,  if  necessary,  for 
the  payment  of  the  debts  of  both  the  father  and  the  son.  A 
list  of  these  debts  was  made  up  at  the  sametime,  containing 
the  names  of  the  creditors,  the  amount  of  their  debts,  and  a 
docquet  signed  unico  contextu  with  the  trust-deed,  bearing 
a  reference  thereto ;  while  the  trust-deed  contained  a  re- 
ference to  this  signed  list,  and  appointed  the  same  to  be  r^ 
corded  in  the  register  of  sasines,  along  with  the  infeftment  to 
follow  thereon.  Infeftment  was  so  taken,  the  trustees  en- 
tered on  the  management  of  the  estates,  and  continued » 
for  several  years,  during  which  several  attempts  were  made 
to  sell  the  estates,  but  ineffectually. 

Roderick  Mackenzie  having  died,  the  trustees  finding  it 
not  easy  to  sell  the  estate  to  the  satisfaction  of  Kenneth 
Mackenzie,  resolved  to  give  up  the  trust;  and  accordin^y 
reconveyed  the  estate  in  favour  of  Kenneth  Mackenzie,  n 
terms  of  the  destination  in  the  above  contract  of  marriage. 
That  the  creditors  might  not  suffer  by  their  relinquohiic 
the  trust,  they  granted  this  reconveyance  under  burden  rf 
these  several  debts. 
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It  was  meant  and  understood  that  Kenneth  Mackenzie       1795. 
would  take  infeftment  on  this  reconveyance,  in  order  to  ren- 


der these  debts  real  burdens  upon  the  estate,  so  as  to  se^  cbalmbbs,  &o. 
core  them  a  preference  against  all  subsequent  contractions,  xaokenzib^s 
Bat  Mr.  Mackenzie  did  not  take  infeftment  under  this  re-   cbbditors. 
conveyance,  so  that  the  title  to  the  estate  in  his  person  re- 
maioed  on  the  footing  of  the  contract  of  marriage. 

The  creditors  thereafter  began  to  adjudge  the  estate,  and 
a  judicial  sale  was  afterwards  brought,  under  which  the 
estate  was  sold,  and  brought  £25,000,  a  price  considerably 
fihort  of  paying  the  creditors  their  full  debt. 

In  the  ranking  of  the  creditors,  the  common  agent  pro- 
posed to  prefer  the  creditors  whose  debts  were  specified  in 
the  list  relative  to  the  trust-deed  over  the  other  creditors 
not  therein  included.  The  objections  embraced  in  the  pre- 
vious appeal  as  to  the  children's  provisions,  and  the  objec- 
tion to  the  whole  adjudications  led,  except  the  first,  were 
stated. 

The  objection  stated  to  the  trust-deed  creditors,  was  as 
follows:  '*  That  by  the  conception  of  the  trust-deed,  the  debts 
^*  in  question  had  not  been  rendered  real  burdens  upon  the 

estate ;  that,  therefore,  and  as  the  trustees  had  given  up 

the  trust,  and  allowed  the  judicial  sale  to  proceed,  the 
"  creditors  could  derive  no  preference  in  virtue  of  that  deed, 

but  ought  to  be  ranked  upon  the  grounds  of  debt  and 

diligences  produced  for  them  respectively,  according  to 
"  the  ordinary  rules  of  law." 

On  report  to  the  whole  Lords,  the  Court  pronounced  this  Jan.  27, 1791. 
interlocutor : — "  In  respect  that  the  debts  were  not  rendered 
"  real  burdens  on  the  lands  by  the  trust  right,  and  in  respect 
*'  that  the  trust  right  has  been  given  up  and  abandoned, 
"  they  refuse  the  desire  of  the  petition,  and  adhere  to  the 
•-  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary."  On  second  petition  Feb.  15,1791. 
tho  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was 
brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants, — It  is  quite  clear  that  a  pro- 
per heritable  security  may  be  created  in  the  form  of  a  trust- 
deed.  A  debtor  may  dispone  his  estate  to  one  creditor, 
with  power  to  sell  the  estate  in  satisfaction  of  his  debt.  In 
like  manner,  he  may  dispone  his  estate  to  all  his  creditors, 
in  the  same  terms  and  for  the  same  purpose  ;  and  when  such 
aecurity  is  completed  by  infeftment,  the  whole  debts  due  to 
the  creditors,  in  whose  favour  it  is  granted,  will  of  course  be 


ft 


n 
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1795.       effectually  secured  upon  the  lands.     But  where  the  credi- 
tors are  numerous,  it  is  troublesome  to  give  a  security  in  tbeM 


cHALMSRs,  &c.  ^fOQg .  ^nd,  for  that  reason,  it  is  common  to  conTey 
xACKBNzix's  estate  to  trustees,  with  power  to  act  for  the  whole  creditoRi 
CBBDIT0B8.    Eud  to  BoU  tho  cstato,  and  apply  the  price  in  payment  of  tbe 
particular  debts  specified  in  the  disposition  and  infeftmeat 
following  upon  it.    By  such  a  deed,  the  debts  are  as  com- 
pletely and  as  effectually  rendered  a  real  burden  upon  the 
estate  as  when  it  conveyed  to  one  creditor  or  to  all  Uie  cre- 
ditors fiominatim  in  security  of  the  debts  due  to  thevu 
Ersk.  B.  2,    '^  Where  a  debtor,"    says  Mr,  Erskine,   **  conyeys  a  hnd 
t.  2,  §  15.        «  estate  to  his  creditors,  for  their  security  of  payment,  sack 
''  conyeyance  makes  the  debts  due  to  them  heritable,  thoitgh 
*^  they  had  been  orginally  moveable,  since  they  are  by  that 
*^  deed  secured  over  the  debtor's  heritage;  and  the  law  is  the 
same,  though  the  estate  should  be  conveyed  to  a  trustee  for 
behoof  of  the  creditors ;  for  the  trustee  being  only  a  name, 
"  the  trust-deed  is  considered  in  the  same  light  as  if  it  were 
*'  granted  to  the  creditors  themselves."  And  it  being  thuim- 
questionable  that  a  real  security  may  be  created  in  the  form 
of  a  trust-deed,  the  point  to  be  considered  is.  Whether  socli 
was  truly  the  object,  the  nature,  and  the  effect,  of  the  deel 
in  question  ?  It  is  apparent  from  every  clause  in  the  deed 
that  such  was  the  object  of  it,  and  the  intention  of  parties. 
It  is  granted  for  the  payment  of  these, "  conform  toalistffA- 
scribed  by  the  granters^'*  and  that  list  is  appointed  to  be  re- 
gistered, which  was  done  accordingly,  and  all  acted  on  the 
faith  that  these  creditors  were  preferable. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — According  to  the  law  o( 
Scotland,  a  real  lien  or  burden,  in  security  of  the  payment 
of  any  debt  or  sum  of  money,  may  be  created  upon  landS) 
or  other  heritable  estate,  by  deed  of  disposition,  granted 
either  directly  in  favour  of  the  creditor  himself,  or  in  favotr 
of  a  third  party,  burdened  with  the  payment  of  a  som  of 
money  due  to  that  creditor.  When  intended  to  be  created 
in  this  form,  it  is  requisite  that  the  dispositive  clause  of  the 
deed  shall  expressly  bear  that  the  lands  are  disponed  wiA 
and  under  the  burden  of  the  particular  debt ;  the  creditor, 
and  the  amount  of  the  debt  must  be  particularly  specified; 
and,  lastly,  the  instrument  of  sasine  taken  upon  the  deed, 
must,  in  like  manner,  express  the  burden.  The  sasine,  whet 
duly  recorded  in  the  proper  register,  completes  the  q|^ 
and  tbe  burden. 
According  to  tbe  same  law,  a  deed,  conveying  a  hadei 
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estate,  may  be  conceived  in  Bach  manner  as  to  create  a  per-        1795. 

Bonal  obligation  npon  the  disponee  to  make  payment  of  a    

debt  mentioned  to  a  creditor  named,  but  not  to  create  any  ^^^'^^^»  Ce- 
real burden  upon  the  lands  disponed  in  favour  of  that  credi-  mabtin,  &c. 
tor ;  and  that  is  precisely  the  situation  which,  by  the  con- 
ception of  the  trust-deed  in  questioui  these  creditors,  men- 
tioned in  the  list,  are  placed.     No  more  is  imported  than  a 
simple  declaration  that  the  receiver  shall  be  bound  to  make 
the  payment,  or  that  the  deed  is  granted  for  the  purpose  of 
such  payment.    And  it  adds  nothing  to  the  force  of  the 
right  though  this  clause  be  inserted  in  the  sasine,  and  appear 
upon  the  record.    No  real  burden  has  therefore  been  creat- 
ed, and  nothing  but  a  personal  obligation  on  the  trustees  to 
execute  the  purposes  therein  set  forth  appears. 
After  hearing  counsel  for  five  days,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,    Wm.  Adam^  Thos,  Macdonald, 
For  Respondents,  Sir  J,  Scottj  Wm.  Tait. 


Thomas  Martin  and  Attorney,  •        Appellants. 

Jambs  Martin,  Richard  Stonb,  and  J.  Footb,  Respondents. 

House  of  Lords,  17th  June  1795. 

Adjudication — Heritable  or  Moveable — Approbate  and  Re- 
probate— Foreign  Will — Homologation. — A  party  domiciled 
in  England,  executed  a  will  in  the  English  form,  leaying  only  a 
liferent  of  part  of  his  estate  to  his  heir  at  law,  his  eldest  son,  re- 
mainder to  other  heirs.  The  residue  of  his  real  estate,  '^  not  by 
him  othermise  disposed  of^^  he  bequeathed  to  his  three  younger 
sons,  equally  between  them.  No  special  mention  was  made  of 
three  seyeral  bonds  due  by  the  York  Buildings  Co.,  upon  which 
adjudications  had  been  led  against  their  estates  in  Scotland.  After 
enjoying  his  liferent  under  this  will  for  sixteen  years,  the  eldest  son 
raised  a  declarator,  and  claimed  the  bonds  as  heritable  estate,  which 
an  English  will  could  not  cany.  Held,  that  as  he  had  taken 
benefit  so  long  under  his  father  s  will,  he  could  not  now  reprobate 
the  same. 

The  appellant's  father,  JoBe])h  Martin,  died  worth  £100,000, 
nsistiog  of  real  and  personal  estate  in  England,  where  he 
domiciled.  He  had  four  eons,  of  whom  the  appellant  was 
eldest,  but  having  incurred  his  father's  displeasure,  he, 
his  father's  will,  was  only  provided  with  a  liferent  of  the 
rplus  rents,  payable  out  of  his  father's  estate  of  Cheshunt, 
snainder  in  tail  male  to  the  use  of  his  son  or  sons  of  his 
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1795.        body,  if  any,  whom  failing,  to  the  use  of  the  testator's  second 
"■"""""^     son,  Joseph  Martin,  and  his  assigns,  daring  his  life,  remainder 

MARTIN,  &c.  ^^  ^YiQ  use  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  his  body,  and  so  on  to 

MARTIN,  &0.  the  testator's  other  sons.  *'  The  rest  and  residue  of  his  real 
*^  and  personal  estate,  not  by  him  otherwise  disposed  of,"  be 
bequeathed  to  his  three  younger  sons,  Joseph,  Charles,  sad 
George,  equally  between  them,  share  and  share  alike. 

Part  of  the  deceased  Joseph  Martin's  property  cos- 
sisted  of  three  bonds  by  the  York  Buildings  Go.  for  £500 
each,  due  to  his  own  father,  Thomas  Martin,  upon  which 
decree  of  adjudication  had  been  obtained  against  the 
Company's  estates  in  Scotland,  in  Joseph  Martin  and  John 
Parker's  names,  qua  executors  of  Thomas  Martin's  vSL 
The  adjudication  debt  not  having  been  specially  men- 
tioned in  the  will  of  Joseph  Martin^  the  question  was,  Whe- 
ther it  was  carried  by  the  will  ?  The  debt  bad  accumulated  to 

July  24, 1766.  £4059,  as  at  this  date,  and  fell  to  be  paid,  but  a  title  throngh 
the  appellant  as  heir  at  law  being  demanded,  he  refused,  hot 
afterwards  granted  a  deed  of  release,  upon  the  understandiog 
that  he  had  no  right  to  the  debt  contained  in  the  adjudka- 
In  1790.  tion.  Sometime  thereafter  he  raised  the  present  redncdon 
and  declarator,  to  have  the  deed  of  release  set  aside,  ui 
to  have  it  found  and  declared,  that  he  had  best  right,  as  heir 
at  law  of  his  father,  to  the  debt  in  the  adjudication,  the  same 
being  heritable  in  its  nature,  and  descending  to  the  heir  at  law. 
On  the  following  grounds,  1st,  Assuming  the  will  was  broad 
enough  to  carry  the  adjudications  as  real  estate,  yet,  by  de 
law  of  Scotland,  a  will  in  the  English  form  is  ineffectual  to 
carry  heritable  estate  in  Scotland,  and  the  adjudicatiooB 
being  heritable  property,  could  not  be  so  carried.  2d,  That 
the  adjudication  was  not  included  in  the  will,  and  there- 
fore, in  the  situation  of  real  estate,  of  which  the  testatcf 
had  made  no  disposition. 

In  answer,  the  respondents  pleaded  the  assignment  aoi 
release  as  a  bar  to  the  reduction,  and  further,  contended 
that  the  adjudication  in  question,  supposing  it  real  eeW^ 
came  within  the  intendment  of  the  will  of  Joseph  Martiot 
and  the  appellant  having  received  his  annuity  under  thewili 
of  his  father  for  sixteen  years,  had  barred  the  claim  by 

Dec.  13, 1792.  homologation.    Further,  that  the  debt  was  not  heritable  IB 
Joseph. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  found,  "  That  the  words  of  the  will  art 
*^  su£Sciently  broad  to  comprehend  the  adjudication  in  qsea* 
**  tion,  and  although  that  will  does  not  contain  words  soft* 
"  cient  to  convey  feudal  property  by  the  law  of  ScotlaiA 
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''  and  that  it  is  not  authenticated  in  terms  of  the  statote        1795. 
*'  1681,  yet,  in  respect  Thomas  Martin,  the  pnrsuer,  has 


**  taken  benefit  under  the  said  will,  finds  that  he  is  not  en-  ^^^''^^^  ^^' 

"  titled  to  approbate  and  reprobate  the  same  deed,  but  that  m&btzn  &c. 

'*  he  is  bound  to  implement  the  same  in  favour  of  the  trus* 

*'  tees ;  and  of  consequence  finds,  that  the  deed  of  assign- 

**  ment  and  indentures  of  release,  now  under  challenge, 

''  were  not  deeds  done  to  his  prejudice,  nothing  more  being 

"  there  done  than  what  the  trustees  could  have  done  inde- 

''  pendent  of  him  by  an  adjudication  in  implement."    On 

representation  against  this  interlocutor,  to  the  effect  of  ob- 

taining  leave  to  reprobate  tlie  will^  the  Lord  Ordinary,  of 

this  date,  pronounced  this  interlocutor, — ^'  In  respect  the  Jan.  24, 1793. 

"  pursuer  has  taken  benefit  under  his  father's  will  for  the 

*'  space  of  sixteen  years,  finds  he  is  not  entitled  to  repro- 

'<  bate  the  said  will." 

On  two  several  reclaiming  petitions,  the  Court  adhered.*  Dec.  18  1793. 

Against    these   interlocutors    the    present    appeal   was  Mar.  4, 1794. 
brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants. — Consent  in  every  transaction 
is  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  and  whenever  any  of  the 
parties  act  under  a  mistake  in  regard  to  the  subject  matter 
of  the  contract,  there  can  be  no  consent,  and  the  contract 
is  not  binding ;  such  mistakes  being  errors  in  substantialibue, 
void  the  contract.  The  error  here  was  on  both  sides,  for  the  re- 
spondents, who  were  executors  under  his  father's  will,  had  no 
interest  in  the  adjudication  in  question ;  but,  conceiving  that 
it  was  carried  by  the  will,  applied  to  the  appellant  to  execute 
the  deed  of  release  sought  to  be  reduced.  Under  the  same 
belief  that  the  will  carried  the  adjudications,  the  appellant 


*  Opinions  of  Judges  : 

Lord  President  Campbell. — ^'  This  is  a  question  of  homologa- 
tion."   (See  former  notes). 

Lord  f^KORovB. — **  I  am  for  altering." 

Lord  Swinton. — *^  Of  the  same  opinion.*' 

Lord  President. — *'  I  am  for  altering  upon  the  point  decided. 
But  I  doubt  whether  it  was  heritable  in  Joseph  Martin's  person." 

Lord  Justice  Clerk. — '^  It  was  clearly  heritable*  The  trutees 
held  it  for  him;  and  it  would  have  been  against  their  duty  to  turn  it 
into  money,  if  there  was  money  sufficient  to  pay  the  debts  and  lega- 
tees.    They  fell  to  convey  the  subject  itself." 

The  Court  adhered  to  former  judgment. — Vide  President  Camp- 
bell's Session  Papers,  vol.  79. 
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1795.       signed  that  deed^BO  that  there  is  error  here  in  theTerjsobjeci 
matter  of  the  transaction,  and  therefore  that  deed  ought  to 


MABTiH,  &c.  jj^  g^^  ^j j^  2d,  Real  or  heritable  property  in  Scotland, 
MARTIN,  &c.  not  passing  by  a  will,  it  makes  no  difference  whether  it  is  the 
will  of  a  Scotsman  residing  abroad,  or  of  an  Englishman  do- 
miciled in  England,  having  real  property  in  Scotland,  and 
there  being  no  conveyance  of  the  adjudication,  the  property 
thereof  belongs  to  the  appellant,  as  heir  at  law,  which  he  is 
entitled  to  take,  over  and  above  the  annuity  bequeathed  to 
him  by  his  father;  or,  at  least,  he  is  entitled  to  his  election, 
and  to  take  either  the  one  or  other. 
*  Pleaded/or  the  RespanderUs.-^The  adjudication  in  qnes- 

tion  was  led  by  Joseph  Martin  and  John  Parker,  qua  exe- 
cutors of  Thomas  Martin  of  Clapham,  and  not  by  Joseph 
Martin  in  his  individual  capacity.  It  could  not,  therefore, 
be  heritable  property  in  him*  He  had  merely  a  personil 
claim  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  trust,  and  that  person- 
al claim  was  transmitted  to  his  executors  by  his  wilL 
2d,  But  supposing  the  adjudication  to  have  been  heritable, 
the  words  of  Joseph  Martin's  will  were  sufficient  to  cany 
that  and  every  species  of  estate  belonging  to  him;  and 
therefore,  as  the  adjudication  debt,  if  situated  in  England, 
would  undoubtedly  have  been  carried  by  the  will  as  real 
property,  the  appellant  cannot  take  benefit  from  and  under 
that  will,  and  at  sametime  claim  the  Scottish  heritage,  be- 
cause that  would  be  to  approbate  and  reprobate  the  same 
deed.  He  has  already  made  his  election,  by  accepting  the 
annuity  under  the  will,  and  now  it  was  impossible  for  him 
to  plead  ignorance  of  his  rights,  or  the  nature  of  the  deed 
of  release,  the  deed  itself  informed  him.  The  case  laid  be- 
fore English  counsel  informed  him  of  this  right,  and  that  he 
could  not  claim  both  under  and  against  the  will.  In  these 
circumstances  he  executes  the  deed  of  release.  After  this, 
and  after  an  election  so  deliberately  made,  confirmed  by  so 
many  unequivocal  acts,  and  adhered  to  for  sixteen  years, 
the  appellant  cannot  now  open  up  the  whole  transaction. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained 
of  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  Wm.  Adam,  Win.  Tait. 
For  Respondents,  Sir  John  Scott,  W,  Grant 

Note. — Unreported  in  Court  of  Session. 
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1705. 

The  Hon.  Archibald  Frazer,  .        .        .      Appellant;  v. 

His  Majesty's  Advocate,  on  behalf  of  the  1  "If  «^«"^*» 

rublic ;  and 


Simon  Frazer,  Esq.,  and  Others,  as  trus- 
tees of  the  estates  of  the  late  Major 
General  Frazer, 


Respondents, 


House  of  Lords,  23d  Not.  1795. 

ExTAiL — ^Fbb  or  Lifkrbkt — Competency  op  Appeal. — Circum* 
stances  in  which,  by  the  terms  of  a  destination  in  an  entail,  with 
certain  powers  reserved,  that  the  entailer  still  held  the  fee  simple 
of  the  estate,  and  on  his  attainder  was  forfeited  to  the  crown.  An 
appeal  haTing  been  brought  against  this  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Session,  and  having  been  afterwards  withdrawn,  and  the  judg- 
ment affirmed,  a  second  appeal  of  the  same  judgment  was  brought, 
more  than  thirty  years  thereafter.  Held,  that  this  appeal  was  in- 
competent, both  under  the  vesting  act,  and  also  under  the  orders 
of  the  House  of  Lords,  of  25th  March  1725^  making  appeals  in« 
competent  after  the  lapse  of  fiye  years. 

Simon  Lord  Lovat  was  attainted  for  high  treason,  and 
bis  estates  forfeited  t6  the  crown  in  1747. 

He  had  three  sons,  Simon,  afterwards  General  Frazer, 
Alexander  and  Archibald,  the  appellant.  His  eldest  son 
Simon  was  also  attainted.  Alexander  afterwards  died.  But 
Simon  Frazer,  the  son,  having  many  years  thereafter,  on  the 
outbreak  of  the  war  in  America,  formed  the  plan  of  raising 
from  among  his  clan  a  regiment  of  Highlanders  for  the  ser- 
vice of  the  government,  he  went  to  Canada,  and  performed 
such  important  services  for  the  government,  as  soon  to  raise 
him  to  the  rank  of  General. 

His  father,  the  attainted  Lord,  previous  to  his  forfeiture, 
had  executed  a  deed  of  entail,  whereby  he  disponed  his  1741. 
estates  to  his  eldest  son,  Simon,  stiled  Master  of  Lovat,  and 
the  heirs  male  of  his  body ;  whom  failing,  to  Alexander 
Frazer,  his  second  son,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body ; 
whom  failing,  to  Archibald  Frazer  (the  appellant),  his  third 
son,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body,  &c.  He  reserved  to 
himself  "  full  power  and  liberty  of  administration  and  intro- 
"  mission  over  the  whole  estate  during  my  life,  and  to  con- 
<'  tract  debt,  and  grant  security  therefor,  real  and  personal, 
*'  and  to  grant  feu  rights  and  wadset  rights  of  the  same. 
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1795.       «  |^j|(j  tacks  long  or  short,  and  to  make  such  appointments 

"  *•  regarding  the  rents  falling  due,  even  after  my  death,  for 

y         ^^  the  payment  of  my  debts,  as  I  shall  think  fit,  and  to  be 

HIS  HAJBSTT*8  "  solo  factor  and  curator  to  the  heirs  of  tailzie  above  meo- 

▲DTocATB,&c.  <c  tioned,  during  my  life,  in  the  means  and  estate  belonging 
"  to  me,  in  virtue  hereof." 

In  1749  the  appellant's  eldest  brother,  being  then  attainted, 
and  Alexander  dead,  the  appellant  lodged  a  claim,  which  was 
entered  in  the  Court  of  Session,  praying,  ^'  That  the  life- 
*^  rent,  and  other  powers  reserved  to  the  said  Simon,  Lord 
^vFrazer,  did  determine  and  expire  by  his  death  ;  and  that 
^*  their  Lordships  would  find  that  no  greater  estate  than  an 
*^  estate  for  the  life  of  the  said  Simon  Frazer,  Esq.,  elder 
<<  brother  of  the  claimant,  was  vested  in  his  Majesty  by  the 
*'  attainder  of  the  said  Simon  Frazer." 
After  hearing  counsel  argue  the  case,  the  Court,  of  this 

Nov.  21, 1750.  date,  pronounced  this  interlocutor: — <*The  Lords  having  cod- 
'<  sidered  the  claim  given  in  for  Alexander  (since  dead)  and 
<'  Archibald  Frazers,  to  the  estate  of  Lovat,  with  the  an^ 
<<  Bwers  for  his  Majesty^s  Advocate  on  behalf  of  the  crown, 
^<  they  find  the  real  feudal  right  to  the  estate  being  in  the 
^<  person  of  Simon  Lord  Lovat,  and  the  vassal  to  the  crown 
*'  therein  at  the  time  of  his  treason  and  attainder,  and  not- 
**  withstanding  of  the  personal  right  made  to  Simon  Frazer, 
^'  the  son,  full  powers  were  reserved  to  Simon  the  father  to 
'^  charge  the  estate  with  debt  at  pleasure,  to  alienate  the 
"  same  by  granting  feu  rights  and  wadsets  of  the  whole,  or 
<*  part  thereof;  as  he  thought  fit,  and  to  uplift  the  rents,  and 
^<  to  apply  the  same  to  what  uses  he  thought  proper,  daring 
*^  his  life,  without  being  accountable ;  that  the  infeftment  of 
«<  property  did  remain  in  him  for  all  these  ends  and  pnr- 
**  poses ;  and  that  the  real  and  substantial  estate  of  fee  and 
'^  inheritance,  did  continue  and  subsist  in  the  said  Simon 
^'  Lord  Lovat,  therefore  was  forfeited  for  his  treason,  and  is 
**  by  his  attainder  forfeited  accordingly,  and  therefore  iisr 
**  misses  the  claim. '^ 
From  this  judgment  an  appeal  was  taken  to  the  House  of 

Nov.  26, 1751.  Lords,  but  the  parties  having  petitioned  the  House  to  with- 
draw it,  the  appeal  was  dismissed. 

General  Simon  Frazer  having  returned  to  this  conntiy 
from  America,  stood  so  high  in  the  favour  of  the  govern- 
ment, that,  on  presenting  his  petition,  claiming  the  estates 
of  Lovat,  his  Majesty  was  pleased  to  grant  the  same,  as 
freely  and  fully  as  they  had  been  vested  in  the  late  Lord 
Lovat,  previous  to  his  attainder. 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.  427 

It  was  stated  by  the  appellant,  that  by  the  above  entail,       1^^* 
General  Frazer'^s  interest  could  only  extend  to  a  liferent.    — ^— ^— 
Bat  the  Oeneral  contended  that  the  fall  fee  of  the  estate  9. 

had  been  vested  in  him  by  the  conception  of  the  entail.         his  majb8tt*8 

General  Frazer  conveyed  the  estates  in  trost  to  the  re«  ^^^^^^'^  » 
spondents,  his  trnBtees»  for  certain  purposes,  and  having 
died  without  altering  the  said  conveyance,  the  respondents, 
since  his  death,  have  been  in  possession,  executing  the 
trusts  committed  to  them. 

The  appellant  in  1784,  thought  proper  again  to  appeal 
from  the  said  decree  of  the  Court  of  Session,  of  21st  Nov. 
1750. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — The  trustees  of  General  Frazer 
can  have  no  right  but  in  consequence  of  the  act  of  parlia* 
ment,  vesting  thcestateof  Lovatin GeneralFrazer,  and  as  that 
act  expressly  saves  the  right  that  was  in  the  appellant,  the 
right  of  the  trustees  cannot  overrule  that  act.  2.  If  the  ob- 
jection to  the  competency  of  this  appeal  be  well  founded,  it 
is^u^  tertii  to  General  Frazer^s  trustees  to  state  it.  They 
are  third  parties,  who  have  no  right  or  interest  in  the  de- 
cree, or  in  the  appeal  from  it ;  the  objection  was  only  com- 
petent to  his  Majesty's  Advocate,  as  he  was  the  only  party 
to  the  suit  in  the  Court  of  Session,  and  it  was  the  crown 
only  that  was  interested  in  the  finality  of  the  judgment, 
after  a  certain  limited  time.  But  even  supposing  that  there 
were  some  grounds  for  the  objection,  it  ought  not  to  bar  the 
present  appeal.  The  appellant,  at  the  time  of  the  former 
appeal,  was  a  minor.  He  was,  besides,  non  valens  agere  cum 
^ectu.  He  knew  nothing  of  the  former  appeal,  and  there- 
fore ought  to  be  restored  thereagainst. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — The  decree  of  the  Court 
of  Session  was  afiGlrmed  by  your  Lordships,  upon  appeal  regu- 
larly  entered  as  far  back  as  the  year  1751.  Even  if  that 
proceeding  could  be  got  over,  still  the  present  appeal  would 
be  barred  by  the  act  of  his  late  Majesty,  whereby  the  de- 
crees of  the  Court  of  Session  are  declared  to  be  final  and 
binding  upon  all  parties  concerned,  after  the  elapse  of  thirty 
days  without  any  appeal  being  taken.  Instead  of  thirty  days, 
more  than  thirty  years  have  elapsed  in  the  present  case. 
The  appeal  is  farther  barred  by  your  Lordships'  standing 
order  of  25th  March  1725,  whereby  no  appeal  can  be  re- 
ceived after  five  years  from  the  date  of  the  decree.  2.  Be- 
sides, the  fee  and  inheritance  of  the  estate  were  in  the  late 
Lord  Lovat,  and,  in  this  state,  became  forfeited  to  the  crown. 
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1796.       The  grant  to  General  Frazer  was  of  that  estate,  as  so  Tested 

• —    in  the  crown,  as  fully  and  freely  as  if  it  had  been  in  Lord 

GORDON     Lovat,  and  therefore  the  appellant  has  no  right  to  chaUenge 
DonoLAs,     the  conyeyance  of  Oeneral  Frazer  to  the  trustees. 
HEEON  &  CO.      After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and 
that  the  interlocutor  therein  complained  of  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  W.  Grant,  R.  Mcintosh, 
For  Respondents,  W.  Adam. 


( Fac.  Col.) 
Albz.  Gordon  of  Culvenan,  Esq.,  .  Appellant; 

Douglas,  Hbron  &  Co.,  Bankers,  Ayr,  and)      j?MjmondgiUM 
George  Home,  their  Factor,        .        .    )     -«*w?'^ 

House  of  Lords,  24th  Dec.  1795. 

Partnership — Disbolutiom  of  —  Title  to  Site. — ^The  Doagiai, 
Heron  &  Co.  Banking  Company  stopped  payment,  and  haTug 
resolyed  to  wind  up  the  concern,  they,  in  conformity  vidi  an 
article  in  their  contract,  held  a  general  meeting  of  the  Companj, 
and  appointed  a  committee  with  full  powers  to  wind  up  the  con- 
cern, and  authorized  the  committee,  or  their  quorum,  to  do  so.  The 
quorum  of  the  committee,  hy  commission,  delegated  their  powen 
on  George  Home.  It  was  found  that  a  large  deficiency  required 
to  be  made  up  by  the  individual  partners  in  proportion  to  their 
shares.  The  appellant,  as  a  partner,  refused  to  pay  his  shsre» 
and  action  being  raised,  in  name  of  Douglas,  Heron  &  Co.,  late 
bankers  in  Ayr,  and  George  Home,  Esq.,  their  factor  and  mana- 
ger ;  and  objection  being  stated  to  this  title  to  sue,  on  the  ground 
that  action  was  not  competent  in  the  Company's  social  name, 
without  abo  naming  the  indiyidual  partners,  the  Company  being 
dissolTed  :  Held,  that  eyery  copartnery  must  from  its  nature  sab- 
sist  after  its  dissolution  to  the  effect  of  winding  up  its  afSuis, 
supposing  there  were  no  provision  in  the  contract  to  this  effect ; 
but,  in  the  present  case,  there  was  in  the  contract  a  special  provi- 
sion for  this  purpose,  and  therefore  that  the  title  to  sue  was  un- 
exceptionable. 

The  appellant  was  a  partner,  holding  two  shares  of  £500 
each,  in  Douglas,  Heron  &  Co.'s  banking  concern.  The 
Company  proving  unfortunate  in  business,  was  obliged  to 
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Btop  payment,  and  finally  reeolve  to  wind  up  the  concern  in        1795. 
August  1733,  which  resolution  was  fixed  on  at  a  general 


GORDON 


V. 


meeting  of  the  Company,  they  appointing  a  committee,  with 
full  powers  to  them  or  their  quorum.    The  quorum  of  this    doctolas, 
committee,  by  a  commission  signed  by  them,  delegated  their  »brom  &  co. 
powers  for  this  purpose  on  the  respondent,  George  Home. 

The  debts  of  the  Company  being  ascertained,  a  large  de- 
ficiency fell  to  be  made  up  by  the  shareholders,  amounting 
to  £2200  per  share,  and  the  appellant  being  called  on  to 
pay  the  deficiency  on  his  shares,  refused,  the  consequence 
was,  that  the  respondents  raised  an  action  for  payment  in  Juae  229  1789. 
name  of  ^*  Douglas,  Heron  &  Company,  late  bankers  in 
'*  Ayr,  and  George  Home,  Esq.  of  Branzton,  their  factor  and 
"  manager,  conform  to  factory  and  commission,  granted  by 
^*  a  quorum  of  the  committee  named  for  winding  up  the 
"  affiiirs  of  the  said  Company,  bearing  date  13th  and  14tb 
*•  August,  3d  September  1773,  and  12th  July  1774 ;"  and 
concluding  that  he  i&hould    be  decerned   ''to  make  pay- 
'*  ment  to  the  said  Messrs.  Douglas,  Heron  &  Co.,  and  to  the 
*'  said  George  Home,  their  factor  and  manager,  pursuers,  of 
"  the  above-mentioned  sum  of  £4400  Sterling,  as  his  propor- 
**  tion  of  the  present  deficiency  in  the  funds  of  the  Company 
'*  and  interest  thereof,  from  and  since  the  term  of  Lammas 
'*  1788  years,  until  payment." 

The  defences  stated  to  this  action  were  confined  to  the 
title  to  sue,  and  preliminary  in  their  nature.  1.  That  as  the 
"  concern  of  Douglas,  Heron  &  Co.,  late  bankers  in  Ayr,'' 
at  whose  instance  the  suit  was  raised,  was  long  since  and  is 
now  a  dissolved  Company,  action  was  not  competent  in  their 
social  name,  without  the  names  of  the  individual  partners. 
2.  The  addition  of  the  name  of  Mr.  Home,  as  manager  or 
factor,  did  not  mend  the  matter,  because,  although  he  is 
said  to  have  been  appointed  by  a  quorum  of  the  committee 
of  management,  yet  it  did  not  state  that  the  action  proceeded 
at  the  instance  of  that  committee  or  quorum  thereof. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  pronounced  this  interlocutor : — '<  Finds  Dec.  24, 1791. 
"  that  every  copartnery  must,  from  its  nature,  subsist  after 
^*  it  has  been  dissolved,  or  the  term  for  which  it  was  en- 
"  tered  into  expired,  to  the  efiect  of  winding  up  its  affiiirs, 
"  although  there  were  no  proviso  in  the  contract  constituting 
'*  it  for  that  purpose :  Finds,  that  the  contract  in  question 
'*  does,  in  the  15th  Article,  contain  a  special  proviso  for  that 
^  purpose,  which  has  been  followed  out,  by  naming  persons 
«<  as  therein  directed :  Finds,  that  the  powers  and  proceecU 
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1795.       *'  ingB  of  the  said  persons  were  recognized  and  approTed  of 

— — —    **  by  the  defender  himself  in  his  proposals,  3d  January  1774, 

ooRDON      i(  given    *  to  the  committee  for  managing  the  affidrs  of 

DODOLA8»     ''  Douglas,  Heron  &  Co/  and  in  his  representation  to  the 

HERON  &  CO.    "  General  Meeting  in  1778.     On  all,  and  each  of  these 
«  grounds,  repels  the  defender's  objections  to  the  title  of  the 

Feb.  14, 1792.  <<  pursuers  to  insist  in  this  action."    On  representation,  this 

June  16  1792.  interlocutor  was  adhered  to,  and,  on  two  reclaiming  peti- 

Julj  11, tions,  the  Court  also  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellant, — Undoubtedly,  the  copartneiy 
subsists  to  some  effects  after  its  dissolution,  but  not  to  all 
and  to  every  effect.  In  so  far  as  the  joint  and  separate  ob- 
ligation of  the  partners  are  concerned  to  discharge  partner- 
ship, engagements  to  strangers,  and  their  implied  engage- 
ments to  one  another,  it  certainly  does  subsist.  But  it  does 
not  subsist  to  the  effect  of  authorizing  a  number  of  partners 
to  bring  an  action  against  their  copartners,  in  the  name  and 
by  assuming  the  style  or  form  of  the  late  copartnership ; 
because  of  the  dissolution,  they,  as  pursuers,  hare  no  more 
right  to  assume  the  style  and  firm  of  the  Company  than  the 
defenders  have  who  are  sued,  and  who  with  themselves  have 
an  equal  right  to  assume  that  style  and  firm.  It  is  quite 
evident,  therefore,  that  an  action  brought  in  the  eircumstsn- 
ces  of  this  case,  ought  to  have  been  by  the  whole  individual 
partners,  alleging  themselves  damnified  by  the  defender's 
refusal  to  pay  his  share  of  the  deficiency.  And  it  makes  no 
difference  to  this  objection,  whether  the  articles,  in  this  case, 
contain  a  special  provision  for  the  subsistence  of  the  part* 
nership,  because  that  clause  cannot  be  construed  to  cover 
a  plain  and  evident  irregularity,  or  mend  a  glaring  defect  in 
the  instance.  TSov  is  the  proviso  in  the  contract  such  as  to 
warrant  this  construction.  It  only  provides,  that  in  the 
event  of  a  dissolution,  ''  proper  persons  should  be  appointed 
^^  to  levy  the  whole  debts  due  to  the  Company,  and  to  turn 
'*  the  estate  and  effects  into  cash,  and  apply  the  neat  pro- 
"  ceeds  thereof,  in  the  first  place,  to  the  extinction  of  the 
**  debts  due  by  the  Company ;  and  next,  towards  reimburaDg 
^'  the  partners  of  the  sums  as  may  have  been  advanced  by 
"  them  for  carrying  on  the  joint  business,  and  the  remainder 
<<  to  be  divided  among  idl  the  partners  proportionallj/' 
But  no  power  is  given  to  sue  in  the  form  objected  to,  and 
no  power  given  to  call  for  money  from  partners  beyond  the 
subscribed  stock.     Again,  it  is  equally  aside  from  the  ques- 
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tioo,  to  say,  that  the  appellant  recognized  the  proceedings  of      1795. 
the  committee  of  partners  appointed  to  wind  up  the  affairs,    . 


because  they  are  not  the  pursuers  here,  and  the  very  objec-      cordon 
tion  raised  is,  that  they  are  not  pursuers.  dodqlas 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents, — That  this  Company  does,  hebom  &  co. 
and  that  every  other  company  may  subsist,  after  its  dissolu- 
tion, for  the  purpose  of  winding  up  its  affairs,  and  that  they 
may  act  in  all  respects  as  a  company,  whether  in  carrying 
on  actions  or  otherwise,  is  a  point  admitted  by  the  appellant. 
Under  the  term  winding  up  its  affairs,  is  necessarily  implied, 
the  power  to  bring  actions,  if  necessary,  for  that  purpose, 
just  in  the  same  manner  as  if  no  dissolution  existed.  This 
being  a  point  of  settled  law,  it  is  further  strengthened  by 
the  proviso  in  the  contract  in  question,  which  makes  the  com  - 
pany  to  subsist  after  its  dissolution,  inter  alia  "  to  compel 
"  any  partner  to  contribute  more  to  the  company's  stock 
"  than  the  precise  sum  by  him  originally  subscribed  for." 
The  exception  to  the  instance,  in  so  far  as  brought  in  the  de- 
scriptive name  or  style  of  the  firm,  is  therefore  groundless. 
The  Company  has  always*  been  recognized  by  this  style,  in 
the  copartnery,  in  acts  of  Parliament,  and  by  its  own  practice 
in  pursuing  otherwise,  all  of  which  the  appellant  has  homolo- 
gated, so  as  to  bar  him  now  from  stating  the  objection.  He 
says,  that  all  the  individual  members  ought  to  have  joined 
in  the  instance ;  but  all  are,  in  point  of  fact,  joined  in  the 
action  under  the  social  firm,  and  it  is  therefore  imma- 
terial which  way  they  appear,  whether  enumerated  or 
otherwise.  Nor  is  it  any  answer  to  this  to  say,  that  a  cor- 
poration only  can  have  such  a  privilege  of  so  pursuing  in 
its  corporate  name ;  because  this  case  is  different — to  sue  in 
a  corporate  name  is  to  sue  as  a  body  politic ;  but  it  does  not 
follow  that  the  rules  applicable  to  such  bodies  are  to  be  ap- 
plied to  a  mercantile  company,  which  is  united  for  a  dif- 
ferent object.  Here  the  general  meeting  of  partners  autho- 
rised certain  things  to  be  done  for  the  purpose  of  winding  up. 
In  doing  this,  they  necessarily  gave  instructions  to  raise  an 
action  at  the  instance  of  the  Company,  and  the  action  being 
so  authorised,  it  can  make  no  difference  whether  the  partners 
be  enumerated,  or  the  social  name  alone  be  used.  But  here, 
in  addition  to  the  style  and  firm  of  the  Company,  there  is 
the  factor  and  manager  authorised  by  the  general  body  of 
creditors. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed, 


LINDBAT 
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1796.  and  that  the  action  do  proceed  in  the  Court  below  be- 

tween the  appellant  and  respondents.  And  it  is  further 
ordered,  that  an  account  be  taken  of  all  the  dealings 
KiNLocH,  &c.  and  transactions  of  the  partnership,  and  in  winding  up 

the  affairs  thereof*  in  as  far  as  necessary,  to  ascertain 
the  loss  of  the  concern  generally,  to  which  the  oopart^ 
ners  are  obliged  to  contribute  rateably.  And  also,  what 
sums  have  been  paid  or  contributed  by  individual  part- 
ners beyond  the  rateable  proportions  of  such  indifi* 
duals,  and  applied  in  diminution  of  the  debts  of  the 
partnership;  and  that  the  appellant  do  pay  what  shall  be 
found  to  be  his  proportion  of  the  balance  of  loss  upon  the 
result  of  such  account,  rateably  with  those  who  had 
paid  their  proportions  in  relief,  proportionably  of  what 
has  been  reasonably  and  properly  paid  or  contributed 
by  any  of  his  copartners  beyond  their  rateable  propor- 
tions of  the  balance,  so  to  be  ascertained  and  applied 
towards  diminution  of  what  the  whole  partners  were 
liable  to  pay.  And  with  these  instructions,  the  cause 
be  remitted  to  the  Court  of  Session  to  proceed  accord- 
ingly. 

For  Appellant,  Sir  J.  Scott,  Wm.  Grant 

For  Respondents,  George  Fergwon^  Robert  Dallas. 


David  Lindsay,  General  Disponee  of  MrB.% 

Margaret  Balneaves,  his  late  Wife  J  ArmdliMt' 
Daughter  of  John  Balneaves  of  Cam-J  f'P*"""** 
baddie,  ...  .        ) 

Gborob  Einloch  of  Einloch,  and  John  i  nj^j^nnA^i^ 
Nairn,  et  e  contra,  J  •**^9'<^'*»«'* 

House  of  Lords,  17th  Feb.  1796. 

ExficuTRY— Tacitubnitt. — ^In  a  claim  made  for  a  daughto^s  slaie 
in  the  execntry  of  her  deceased  father,  thirty -six  years  after  bis 
death.  Held,  in  the  circumstances,  that  there  was  no  fiee  exeea- 
tiy,  and  nothing  due  to  her. 

This  was  an  action  raised  by  the  appellant,  at  the  distanee 
of  thirty-six  years,  for  his  deceased  wife's  share  of  e^cutry 
in  her  father's  estate,  which  after  a  great  deal  of  prooedoro 
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and  accounting,  ended  in  tho  Court  pronouncing  this  inter-       ^7^^* 
loctttor : — '«  Repel  tho  objection  to  tho  title  of  the  pursuer, 

UNOSaT 

"  David  Lindsay,  as  to  Margaret  Balneaves*  share  of  the  9. 

"  executry  of  John  Balneaves  of  Carnbaddio,  ber  father,  but  kiwloch,  &c, 
'*  find  no  sufiScient  evidence  that  tho  Raid  John  Balneaves  left    ^'^     * 
'^  any  free  executry  at  his  death,  and  therefore  assoilzie  the 
<^  defenders  (respondents),  but  find  no  expenses  due.'^ 

On  reclaiming  petition,  the  Court  pronounced  this  inter*  June  8.  —— 
locutor :  *'  Find  there  is  nothing  due  to  the  pursuer  (ap« 
''pellant) ,  and  adhered." 

Against  these  and  former  interlocutors,  the  present  ap- 
peal was  brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — 1.  The  two  judgments  of  the 
Court,  of  19th  May  and  8th  Jane  1790,  seem  to  be  at  vari- 
ance with  each  other,  and  to  put  the  determination  of  the 
Court  on  perfectly  different  grounds.     The  first  finds  no     . 
sufficient  evidence  that  the  said  John  Balneaves  left  any  free 
ezecatry  at  his  death.     If  your  Lordships  be  of  opinion  that 
the  14,000  merks  due  by  Inch  Murray,  went  to  the  next  of 
kin,  and  not  to  the  heir,  and  that  the  respondents  are  not 
entitled  to  any  allowance  in  name  of  board,  for  the  period 
the  appellant's  wife  lived  with  her  grandmother,  which  two 
facts  form  the  important  part  of  this  cause,  then  it  is  obvious 
that  Mr.  Balneaves  left  a  very  considerable  personal  estate. 
The  last  interlocutor  on  the  8th  June,  finds,  '*  That  there  is 
nothing  due  to  the  appellant."    There  was  nothing  either  in 
the  petition  or  the  previous  procedure,  to  enable  the  Court 
to  assume  this  general  ground^  or  to  go  further  than  the  in« 
terlocutor  complained,  which  only  found  that  there  was  no 
free  executry  left  at  his  death.    2.  The  objection  as  to  tho 
delay  in  raising  this  action,  is  ill  founded.    The  appellant's 
wife  was  just  one  year  old  at  her  father's  death,  in  1729. 
It  was  not  till  1750  that  she  was  called  to  maintain  an  ac- 
tion.    At  this  period,  and  until  her  marriage  in  1759,  she 
resided  with  her  brother,  and  acted  as  his  house-keeper.  It 
was  not  to  be  expected  that  she  would  during  this  period  de- 
mand her  claims  from  her  brother.     It  was  only  when   she 
got  married  that  her  separate  rights  of  fortune  behoved  to  be 
inquired  into,  and  thus  the  taciturnity  in  a  claim  of  succes- 
!  sion  of  this  nature  ought  not  to  be  regarded. 

Pleaded  Jor  the  Bespondents. — 1.  The  interlocutors  ap- 
pealed from,  were  substantially  right,  and  agreeable  to  law, 
and  to  the  evidence.  The  pursuer's  allegation  was.  That 
Carnbaddie,  at  his  death,  was  possessed  of  an  unencumbered 
personal  estate,  amounting  to  £1500  sterling,  to  which  his 

VOL.  III.  2  P 
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1706.       younger  children  were  entitled,  exclusive  of  the  eldest  son 
■    and  heir.     On  the  other  hand,  the  defenders  (respondents) 
LINDSAY     maintained,  Ist,  That  through  the  lapse  of  time,  the  allegi' 
KtNLocir  &c.  *^o"  ^^  inadmissible ;  2d,  That  the  evidence  referred  to  by 
the  pursuer  (appellant),  so  far  from  establishing  the  fatti 
which  were  to  be  proved,  tended  to  show  that  Cambaddie, 
after  bis  debts  were  paid,  had  no  personal  estate  to  which 
his  younger  children  were  entitled ;  and  these  were  the  two 
grounds  on  which  the  judgment  of  the  Court  rested.     2. 
The  objection  on  the  ground  of  taciturnity  is  not  taken  away 
by  the  circumstances  of  the  case.     On  the  contrary,  it  is  pe- 
culiarly applicable  to  questions  with  regard  to  the  distribu- 
tion of  personal  estate ;  and  cases  have  occurred  where  the 
silence  of  the  party  for  any  considerable  length  of  time,  was 
Tod  V.  Infflis,  f***!  ^^  *^®  claim.    Thus,  a  widow's  claim  for  the  legal 
2d  Feb.  1770.  share  of  the  moveable  effects  of  her  deceased  husband,  was 
'^^"J'**®^^  disallowed,  after  the  lapse  of  twenty-six  years.     So  abo  a 
bat  18  referred  claim  made  by  younger  children  against  their  elder  brother, 
*^*';*^®^»«®  was  dismissed,  not  having  been  made  until  thirteen  years 
Advocate  v.    after  their  father's  death.    In  the  present  case,  do  less  than 
M'Allum.      thirty-six  years  have  elapsed  before  any  action  had  been 
Cr\m!^CMeB    hrought,  or  any  notice  given  to  the  defenders  that  a  daim 
p.  606.  was  to  be  made.     The  daughter's  nonage  is  no  answer,  be- 

'^ilu'iS^'^' cause  this  objection  rests  on  the  silence  of  her  whole  familj, 

son,  26th  Not.    „     ^   ,  ,,       .,        ,  ,      i        ,   .      ,.«  . 

1783.  Fac.     all  of  them  older  than  her,  and  placed  m  different  circom- 
Coll.  stances. 

After  hearing  counsel,  on  the  5th,  8th,  9th,  lltb,  and 

12th  days  of  this  instant,  February,  and  due  conaideratioB 

had  of  what  was  offered. 

It  was  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  interlocutor  of 

the  8th  June  1790,  complained  of  in  the  appeal,  be 

aflBrmed,  and  that  the  defenders  bo  assoilzied. 

For  Appellant,  TFm.  Adam,  Tho.  Macdanald. 
For  Respondents,  W.  Grant,  J,  Buchan  Hepburn. 


Miss  Kathbrine  Mercer,   eldest  daugh.)  ^^^  ^ 

ter  of  Colonel  Wm.  Mercer,  .         )      ppewow* , 

Sir  John  Ooilvy,  Bart.,  and  Others,  .  Respondents. 

House  of  Lords,  1st  March  1796. 

Deathbed— Sixty  Days  HOW  Computed — Nomination  op Heib,—-(1V 
In  a  reduction  of  deeds,  exeeuted  on  deathbed,by  a  person  who  lived 
fifty- nine  days  and  two  or  three  hours  thereafter ;  Held,  that  themie 
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dies  inceptMs  pro  compUto  habelur  did  not  apply  to  such  a  case,        1796. 
and  that,  hy  the  statute  1696,  the  sixty  days,  consistiug  of  twenty-      — — 
.  four  hours  each,  behoTed  to  be  complete,  in  order  to  cutoff  the  objec-       mbrckb 
tion  of  death  bed.  (2).  Oneof  the  deeds  executed  by  the  deceased  the    qqh^y  y  &c. 
day  previous  to  the  one  sought  to  be  reduced,  contained  no  clauses 
applicable  to  the  disposal  of  heritage;  but  there  was  a  clause,  im- 
porting that  the  appellant  was  to  succeed  as  heir  in  the  first 
place,  and  cTidently  referring  to  some  deed  either  executed, 
or  to  be  executed  to  that  effect.    The  appellant  maintained  that 
the  clause  contained  an  actual  appointment,  or  nomination  of 
her  as  heir,  to  take  before  the  deceased's  other  heirs.    Held,  that 
this  deed  did  not  contain  any  appointment  or  nomination  of  heir 
sufficient  to  carry  the  estate  in  question  to  Miss  K.  Mercer. 

Mr.  Bobert  Mercer  of  Lethindy,  was  the  last  of  the  sons 
of  Sir  Lawrence  Mercer  of  Lethindy,  by  bis  second  mar- 
riage with  Ladj  Kinlocb, — the  appellant  and  respondents 
were  descendants  of  his  three  daughters  by  his  first  mar- 
riage with  the  heiress  of  Aldie.  The  estate  had  been  for- 
feited by  his  son  Lawrence's  rebellion  in  1745,  but  was 
redeemed  by  his  brother  Charles  by  purchase,  and  had  now, 
by  his  death  without  issue,  descended  as  an  unlimited  fee, 
to  Kobert  Mercer,  his  third  son. 

Having  received  a  hurt  in  the  leg  from  a  fall,  which  ex- 
hibited a  very  bad  appearance,  and  showed  some  symptoms 
of  a  tendency  to  mortification,  he,  in  January,  had  several 
meetings  with  his  lawyer,  for  the  'purpose  of  making  the 
settlements  of  his  estate.  He  was  then  confined  to  the 
house,  but  going  about  with  a  staff;  and  this,  with  a  weak- 
nefls,  or  complaint  in  his  stomach,  were  the  only  complaints 
Mr.  Mercer  then  had.  In  these  circumstances,  he  executed 
three  deeds  of  settlement,  namely,  one  on  the  19th  February,  1791. 
conveying  a  farm  to  his  natural  son,  James  Mercer,  con- 
taining a  reference  to  the  settlement  of  the  rest  of  the  estate, 
to  the  effect  of  stating,  that  failing  James  Mercer,  the  farm 
was  to  go  to  his  "  heirs  of  provision."  On  the  21st  Feb.  — — 
Mr.  Mercer  executed  a  second  deed,  giving  a  life-rent 
of  part  of  his  estate  of  Lethindy  to  his  natural  son,  contain- 
ing  this  obligation,  *'  I  bind  and  oblige  myself,  my  heirs  of 
**  tailzie  and  provision,  and  successors  whatsoever,  to  grant, 
<<  subscribe,  and  deliver  all  formal  writs  and  deeds  requisite 
<'  £or  establishing  the  foresaid  liferent  provision.  And  I  oblige 
<<  myself  and  heirs  succeeding  in  my  estates,  to  warrant,  &c/' 
Then  follows  the  clause  in  which  he  nominates  the  appel- 
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1796.  laiit  to  be  his  heir,  to  succeed  to  him  in  the  lands  and  OBtato, 
and  gives  directions  to  her  in  that  character :  "  And  I  do 
**  hereby  recommend  to  Miss  Eatherine  Mercer,  who  is  heir 

oaiLVT,  &c.  **  fir^^  appointed  to  succeed  to  me,  to  pay  to  Charles  Mercer" 
&c.,  and  "  recommend  to  her,  and  to  the  other  heirs,  upon 
^*  whom  my  lands  shall  devolve,  still  to  continue  him  in  the 
*^  management  of  my  said  lands  and  estate.*'  This  deed  con- 
tained no  dispositive  words,  convoying  the  lands  expready 
to  her.  On  22d  February  1791,  on  Tuesday  at  8  o'clock 
in  the  evening,  he  executed  an  entail  of  his  estate  of  LetUn- 
dy,  in  favour  of  the  appellant,  and  on  23d  March  following, 
executed  a  disposition  of  the  estate  of  Fardle  upon  his  natu- 
ral son.  lie  died  on  22d  April  1791,  and  the  respondents 
being  (together  with  the  appellant)  his  heirs  at  law,  raised 
a  reduction  of  those  deeds — the  two  last,  22d  Febmarj 
and  23d  March,  being  sought  to  be  reduced  on  the  head  of 
death-bed,  setting  forth,  1st,  That  before  Mr.  Mercer  exe- 
cuted any  of  these  deeds,  he  had  contracted  the  disease  of 
which  he  died.  2d,  That  he  did  not  live  sixty  days  after 
the  date  of  these  deeds.  A  proof  being  allowed  and  taken, 
the  points  discussed  were,  1.  Whether  Mr.  Mercer,  when 
he  executed  the  deeds  challenged,  had  contracted  the  dis- 
ease of  which  he  afterwards  died  ?  2.  Whether  Mr.  Mercer 
executed  that  deed  on  the  22d  February  1791,  between  seven 
and  eight  o'clock  in  the  evening,and  died  the22d  April  there- 
after, between  10  and  11  o'clock  at  night,  he  had  lived  the 
statutable  period  of  sixty  days,  introduced  by  the  act  of  par- 
liament  1696  ?  3d.  Whether,  in  the  deed  that  was  executed 
on  the  21st  of  February,  there  was  an  institutio  hoertdu  in 
favour  of  the  appellant,  sufficient  to  give  her  the  estate,  if 
it  were  admitted  that  the  subsequent  deed  of  22d  of  Febn- 
ary  was  executed  within  sixty  days  of  Mr.  Mercer's  death? 

Dec.  1  1792.  '^^^  Lords  found  that ''  the  deceased  had,  at  the  date  of  the 
"  deeds  sought  to  be  reduced,  contracted  the  disease  of  which 
"  he  afterwards  died,"  and  ordered  memorials  as  to  the  other 
points. 

May  28  &  30      ^^  ^^^^  A^te^  the  Lords  ."sustained  the  objection  to  the  deed 

1793.  * "  of  tailzie,  dated  22d  February  1791,  that  the  said  Robert 

"  Mercer  did  not  live  sixty  days  after  the  execution  of  the 
<*  deed.   Parties  to  be  further  heard  as  ta  the  other  points.* 

*  Opinions  of  Judges  i-^ 

Lord  President  Campbell. — ^'  1st  point,  Whether  Mr.  Uaoer 
lived  sixty  days  in  the  sense  of  the  act  ? 


■  CASES  ON  APPEAL  PROM  SCOTLAND.  437 

They  finally  repelled  "  the  defences,  as  to  the  deed  21st  Feb-        1796. 

**  mary,  and  also  as  to  the  deed  23d  February  and  28  th  March    ■— 

"  1791,  and  reduced  the  two  latter  deeds,  as  well  as  the       ^^^^^^ 

V 

'*  infeftment  thereon."    (Vide  bottom  note  p.  439).  ogilvy,  &c. 

Dec.  11, 1793. 


**  Counting    de    memento    in    momenium,    he    lived    fiHty-nine 
days    and    some    hours.      Bat    counting    de    die  in  dienty    and 
holding  the  22d    February    to   be    the    first    day    agreeable  to 
the   rule  laid  down  in   the   English   authorities,   he  lived  fiftj-  Viner^vol.  xx. 
nine    days    complete,    and    part  of  another    day,    for    he    died  p*    26  9,  Sal. 
while  the  60th  day  was  current.     Ergo,  he  did  not  live  sixty  days  ^^^^'^  Reports. 
as  required  by  the  statute,  unless  we  hold  that  the  commencement 
of  the  sixtieth  day  is  by  construction  of  law  the  same  with  its  being 
complete. 

**  It  is  said  that  fractions  of  days  are  to  be  laid  aside.  True. — 
But,  Whether  are  we  to  make  a  present  of  them  to  the  one  party  or 
the  other?  At  the  commencement  of  the  time,  we  count  the  first 
day  as  an  entire  day,  and  therefore  we  give  the  benefit  of  tbe  frac- 
tion to  the  defenders,  holding  the  deed  as  executed  upon  the  first 
moment  of  that  day,  when  in  fact  it  was  not  signed  until  the  even- 
ing. The  act  contains  nothing  contrary  to  this,  and  the  rule  laid 
down  in  the  English  cases  seems  to  be  founded  on  reason. 

^*  But,  as  to  the  second  period,  viz.,  the  last  of  the  sixty   dnys 
both  the  words  and  the  sense  of  the  act  require  that  it  should  be 
complete ;  for  it  is  plain  that  a  person  who  lives  fifty-nine  days  and 
two  or  three  hours  only,  does  not  live  for  the  space  of  three  score 
days,  and  there  is  no  more  reason  for  holding  the  last  day  complete, 
when  only  begun,  than  to  make  the  same  rule  as  to  the  last  week. 
Had  the  act  only  said,  that  the  person  must  live  till  he  attains  to  the 
sixtieth  day,  it  would  be  enough  to  find  him  aliye  that  day,  and  in 
some  cases,  e,  g,  testamenlijactiof  this  is  held  by  construction  of  law 
to  be  the  case  as  to  the  last  day  of  the  year,   and  the  text  quoted  Text  quoted 
takes  a  still  greater  latitude  iti  the  case  of  enjoying  honours,  viz.,  hy  Vinnius  & 
a  whole  year.     None  of  them  apply  to  the  case  in  hand,  which  re-  rj?^J*    jit®"! 
lates  to  a  statutory  exception  from  the  former  law,  limited  and  de-  qui.  feM.  fuc* 
scribed  in  a  certain  manner,  and  the  question  is,  Whether  the  party  possit.** 
founding  on  this  exception  can  avail  himself  of  it,  without  showing 
that  the  condition  has  been  literally  and  fully  complied  with. 

**  It  would  be  two  violent  a  stretch  to  count  both  the  first  and 
last  days  complete,  when  neither  of  them  were  so.  It  is  admitted 
that  the  counting  ought  not  to  be  de  momento  in  momenlum,  but 
{ie  die  in  diem^  and  therefore,  had  the  testator,  in  this  case,  lived  till 
1 2  o'clock  at  night  of  the  last  day,  or,  in  other  words,  survived  the 
whole  of  that  day,  the  condition  of  the  law  would  have  been  com- 
plied with,  although  counting  de  vwmcnto  in  vwmcntiim^  from  the 
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1796.  Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  bronghi. 

-  Pleaded  for  the  Appellants. — 1.  Mr.  Mercer,  when  he  ex- 

XEBCER      eeuted  the  deeds  under  challenge,  had  not  conuracted  the 

oGiLYT,  &c.  disease  of  which  he  afterwards  died.    He  was  feeble  and 

Dec.  19,1793. 

- 

date  of  execution,  sixty  days  of  twenty- four  hours  each  would  not 
have  been  completed. 

^^  In  the  case  of  Crawford  v,  Kinnaird,  Lord  President  Du^das 
laid  down  the  rule  thus  : — *<  The  day  on  which  the  deed  is  executed 
'*  is  to  be  counted  one  day,  and  it  requires  fifty-nine  days  more  to 
"  be  completed,  to  make  out  the  sixty."  This  opinion  was 
and  ought  to  be  adopted  here. 

^^  Second  point. — This  is  attended  with  more  difficulty,  on 
of  the  express  reference  in  the  second  deed.  The  first  deed  con- 
tains no  reference  to,  or  mention  of  Miss  Mercer^  and  none  of  the 
other  clauses  in  the  second  deed  are  of  importance,  except  that 
which  says,  '^  I  do  recommend  to  Miss  K.  Mercer,  who  is  the  heir 
'*  first  appointed  to  succeed  to  me,  to  pay,"  &c.  The  clause  whidi 
immediately  follows,  recommending  to  Miss  K.  Mercer  and  the  other 
heirs,  &c.t  is  of  importance,  because,  independent  of  the  deeds  in 
question.  Miss  K.  Mercer  was  one  of  the  heirs.  And  eren  the 
first  clause  may  admit  of  a  construction,  that  he  had  in  yiew  the  old 
tailzie  17^2,  by  which  Miss  K.  Mercer  would  bare  succeeded  in 
the  first  place,  (unless  Miss  Elphinstone,  the  daughter  of  the  eldest 
sister,  is  entitled  to  hold  both  Aldie  and  Lethindy),  as  he  might  be 
ignorant  that  this  was  done  away  by  the  forfeiture,  &c  Indeed, 
there  seems  to  have  been  some  mistake  as  to  the  effect  of  the  furni- 
ture quoad  the  substitute  heiisi  Yide  Decisions,  House  of  Lords, 
in  case  of  Gordon  of  Park,  (vide  Ante,  yoI.  i.,  p.  508  ei  p.  562).  and 
perhaps  Miss  K.  Mercer  may  still  be  advised  to  try  this  point,  onleai 
the  vesting  act  stands  in  the  wray. 

'*  But,  taking  the  deed  as  it  stands,  and  the  question  as  now 
pleaded,  it  would  be  a  wide  stretch  to  hold  the  clause  abow 
mentioned  as  an  actual  appointment  or  nomination  of  Miss  IL 
Mercer  to  be  heir  in  the  estate,  when  the  deed  was  not  made  e^ 
intuitu,  and  even  the  estate  itself  is  not  named. 

An  estate  cannot,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  be  seded  by  mere  wiB. 
It  requires  a  disposition  or  an  obligation  to  dispone;  and  if  atanj 
time  words  importing  a  mere  significatio  voluntatis  have  been  soa- 
tained,  it  has  only  been  in  the  exercise  of  reserved  faculties,  or  ia 
deeds  of  an  accessory  and  relative  nature.  All  this  doctrine  wss 
fully  discussed  in  the  last  decision  of  the  cause  between  the  Duke 
of  Hamilton  and  Lord  Douglas,  upon  the  import  of  certain  words  ia 
the  deed  of  revocation,  1744.  The  Court  found  that  this 
settlement  of  succession,  and  could  not  be  the  ground  of  any 
which  judgment  was  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  29th  March  1/79, 
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complaining  in  health,  but  was  not  in  law  in  lecto  agritudu  j^g^, 

nis.    Ancientlj»  the  law  was  justly  jealous  of  all  deeds  hay-    . 

ing  the  effect  of  altering  the  order  of  succession,  contained  xbrckb 

in  the   investitures,    and    more  particularly  of  those  ex-  ^'*    » 

'  *^  J  «^    %.         OaiLVIB,  &c. 

(ante  Yd.  ii.  p.  450).  Vide  also  case  of  Douglas  v.  Earl  of  Morton, 
determined  in  the  House  of  Lords,  21st  Jan.  1773.  (Vide  ante  Vol.  ii. 
p.  605  el  App.  to  Vol.  iii.).  The  clause  in  the  deed,  No.  2,  cannot  he 
sustained  as  the  exercise  of  any  reserred  power  in  another  deed  previ- 
ously made  and  suhsisting.  Neither  can  it  be  sustained,  as  accessory 
to  a  deed  which  was  not  then  executed,  and  never  became  effectual. 
It  may  be  a  good  disposition  of  the  subjects  therein  mentioned,  bat 
quoad  the  succession  to  the  estate  of  Lethindy,  the  question  is,  If  it 
can  have  effect,  as  it  does  not  mean  to  dispose  of  that  estate,  but 
only  takes  for  granted  that  this  was  done,  or  to  be  done,  in  some 
other  deed,  and  does  not  even  specify  the  estate  of  Lethindy,  or  any 
particular  lands  whatever,  as  contained  in  that  other  deed,  though, 
at  the  same  time,  it  is  plain  from  other  clauses  that  no  other  lands  could 
be  meant.  Nor  can  the  condition  itself  have  effect  against  Catherine 
Mercer,  unless  she  takes  the  estate,  so  that  the  case  is  attended  with 
some  difficulty;  and  it  is  doubted  if  the  argument  has  yet  been 
stated  so  fqjly  as  it  might  be,  especially  as  •  the  case  of  the  Duke  of 
Queensberry  v.  Sir  William  Douglas,  decided  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
3d  April  1783,  (ante  Vol.  ii.  p.  603>)  has  been  overlooked,  though 
it  is  the  case  that  comes  nearest  to  the  present,  and  the  judgment 
there  given  makes  strongly  in  favour  of  Miss  K.  Mercer." 

Lord  £skorovb> — ''  The  favour  of  the  law  is  for  the  will  of  the 
defunct     It  is  enough  that  he  lived  a  part  of  the  last  day.'* 

Lord  Justicb  Clerk,  (M'Quebn). — ^<As  to  the  role,  Dies  in^ 
ceptus  pro  comphio  kabetur  in  favorahiUbusy  d;c.,  it  is  out  of  the 
question  ;  for  it  only  applies  to  the  case  where  time  is  completed  by 
years ;  and  it  is  no  great  stretch  to  hold  the  last  day  of  the  year  is 
completed.  But  no  such  rule  applies  where  time  is  computed  by 
days,  eg,  Induciee  of  Summons,  Aliment  of  Prisoners,  Sec, — hours  do 
not  enter  into  the  computation,  because  they  are  not  mentioned  in 
the  act" 

Lord  Swinton.— '*  Of  the  same  opinion.  Suppose  it  had  been 
one  day.'* 

Lord  EbtNDBRLAND. — "See  Wright's  History  of  the  Jameses. 
The  meaning  of  the  Legislature  is  not  to  go  into  questions,  but  to 
take  round  periods." — ^'  The  Court  sustain  the  objection  of  not  having 
lived  sixty  days  complete ;  and  order  counsel  to  be  heard  on  the 
other  point." 

Interlocutor y  1 1  th  December  1 793. 

Lord  President  Campbell. — <*The  deed  of  2i8t  February  is 
merely  an  accessory  deed,  referring  to  that  of  the  22d  February, 
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1796.  ecuted  in  lecto  cegritudinis.  Accordingly,  ever  since  tbe 
time  of  King  William,  c.  13,  and  the  Regiam  Majestatem^ 
such  deeds  so  executed  were  reducible  at  common  law, 
oaiLVT,  &c.  if  the  party,  at  the  time  of  executing  them,  bad  contracted 
that  disease  of  which  he  afterwards  died.  The  statute 
1696,  then  qualified  the  common  law  rule  of  deathbed  by 
adjecting  the  period  of  sixty  days.  To  prove  that  tbe 
party  is  in  lecto  cegritudinis,  is  hence  of  importance ;  and  in 
doing  this,  it  will  not  be  sufficient  to  show,  that  at  tbe 
time  he  made  the  settlement  he  was  in  a  precarious  and  de- 
clining state  of  health.  Mere  weakness,  from  old  age»  or 
other  causes,  will  not  do,  because  every  man,  after  attaining 

which  was  framed  at  the  same  time,  though  not  executed  till  too  late. 
The  rale,  accetsorium  sequiiur  principale  applies.  It  is  not  a  sub- 
stantive deed,  and  does  not  even  contain  a  will,  or  indication  of  a 
will,  either  express  or  implied,  to  give  tbe  succession  to  Miss  Mercer, 
but  only  supposes  that  such  will  was  then  or  immediately  to  exist. 
Supposing,  however,  it  could  be  construed  into  an  indication  of  wiO, 
and  that  such  indication  should  be  held  as  an  actual  will,  it  would  not 
be  sufficient,  according  to  the  case  of  Hamilton  and  Douglas,  before  re- 
ferred to.  TUius  heres  esto  was  good  Roman  law,  but  bad  feudal  law. 
The  case  of  Judge  Ross,  observed  in  Lord  Monboddo's  information  for 
Douglas,  12th  March  1762,  is  nothing  to  the  purpose.  It  is  not 
said^he  had  any  more  heirs  than  his  brother,  and  tbe  superior  eon- 
firmed  the  nomination  by  a  charter.  I  am  clear  that  tbe  granter  was 
on  deathbed,  no  matter  what  the  name  of  the  disease  was — physi- 
cians are  often  at  a  loss  about  that'* 

Lord  Eskorove. — *^  The  deed  must  be  done  eo  inluilv.  Mad  it 
been  so,  I  could  have  held  the  signification  of  the  will  sufficient.** 

Lord  Justice  Clerk,  (McQueen) — "  The  deed  of  2l8t  Febru- 
ary is  not  a  settlement  by  itself;  and  was  not  intended  as  sncb. 
But  suppose  it  had  said  expressly,  *'  who  is  hereby  appointed  my 
heir,"  it  would  not  have  been  sufficient  unless  it  had  been  in  exer- 
cise of  a  reserved  faculty.  But  truly  it  is  a  relative  deed,  referring 
to  another  which  has  become  inefiectual,  no  matter  whether  upon 
deathbed  or  any  other  ground." 

Lord  Swinton. — '^  Of  the  same  opinion.  Heritage  can  only  be 
given  per  verbce  de  presenii.  Titius  heres  esto  is  no  more  than  tiie 
mere  making  of  a  wilL^ 

Lord  Dreghorn. — '<  Of  same  opinion  as  to  first  deed ;  bat  if 
it  had  contained  nomination  of  her  as  heir,  I  would  have  doubted.** 

Lord  Monboddo. — "  For  adhering." 

Lord  Abercrombib. — *'  For  adhering." 

Lord  Hknderland. — **  For  altering/' 

Vide  President  Canipbell's  Session  Paperr,  Vol.  71  • 
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ft  certain  age,  is  subject  to  a  certain  degree  of  bodily  infir-        1796. 
mity  and  weakness.    The  decay,  incident  to  all  humanity,  is 
not  the  disease  law  recognizes,  but  must  be  some  regularly 
formed  distemper  tending  to  death.    There  is  no  proof  of  ooilvt,  &c« 
any  such  here.     That  the  deceased  was  gradually  declining 
in  his  health  is  true ;  that  he  had  lived  irregularly,  and  in- 
dulged in  drinking  to  excess,  was  also  true ;  but  he  laboured, 
at  the  time  he  executed  these  deeds,  under  no  regularly 
formed  disease.    2.  But  even  supposing  it  were  true,  Mr. 
Mercer,  when  ho  executed  the  deed,  had  contracted  the 
disease  of  which  he  afterwards  died,  Mr.  Mercer,   after 
executing  the  deed,  lived  the  statutable  period  of  sixty 
days,  which  fact  alone  validates  the  settlement.     The  deed 
being   executed  on  22d    February,   between  seven    and 
eight  o'clock  evening,  and  Mr.    Mercer  having  died   on 
22d  April,  between  ten  and  eleven  at  night,  he  thus  lived 
sixty  days  after  executing  the  deed,  in  terms  of  the  act 
1696,  and  dies  inccepttM  pro  compUto  habetur^   accord- 
ing to  the  maxim  in  the  civil  law.    3.  Although  the  deed  of 
the  21st  February  contains  no  dispositive  words,  no  words 
de  presently  giving  the  estate  to  the  appellant,  yet  there  was 
no  necessity  for  a  deed  containing  such  words,  in  order  to  con- 
vey the  estate  to  her,  because  there  is  no  formula  or  fixed  set  of 
words  known  in  the  law  of  Scotland  which  a  person  must 
employ  ;  all  that  is  required  is,  a  clear  and  explicit  declar- 
ation of  will.     In  the  present  case,  it  is  impossible  to  deny 
that  Mr.  Mercer,  in  the  deed  21st  February,  expressly  de- 
clared his  will,  that  the  appellant  should  be  his  heir ;  and 
therefore,  if  he  had  never  executed  the  deed  of  22d  Febru- 
ary, still  she  was  entitled  to  take  the  estate,  assuming  that 
declaration  as  equivalent  to  an  obligation  to  convey.    That, 
at  all  events,  a  clear  obligation  of  this  nature  attaches  whero 
the  testator  has  declared  his  intention  as  to  his  succession  is 
clear,  and  that  obligation  devolves  on  his  heirs  so  as  to  enablo 
her  to  adjudge  and  complete  her  feudal  right.     This  propo- 
sition is  supported  by  the  decisions,  both  here  and  in  the 
House  oi  Lords,  in  ttie  case  of  Douglas  v.  Earl  of  Morton, 
21st  February  1773,  and  Duke  of  Queensberry  v,  Six  William 
Douglas  in  1783. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents, — 1.  That  in  law  it  is 
sufficient  that  the  grantor  is  proved  to  have  contracted 
the  disease  or  sickness  at  the  time  of  granting  the  deeds 
of  which  he  afterwards  dies.  It  is  not  necessary,  accord- 
ing to  the  authorities,  to  provo  mortal  sickness,  or  any  sick- 
ness affecting  the   brain.     Sickness  induced  by  a  sore,  a 
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case^   will  be  sufficient.    2.  The  first  deed  challenged  is 


^^  dated  22d  February.  The  act  makes  it  incumbent  to  prove, 
ooiLYiK,  &c.  <*  That  the  grantor  lived  for  the  space  of  threescore  days 
"  after  making  and  granting  thereof."  But  as  the  deceased, 
in  this  case,  oiflj  lived  thereafter  fiftj-nino  days  and  three 
hours,  he  had  not  lived  the  statutory  period  required  by  the 
act  to  overcome  the  presumption  of  deathbed.  And  no  re- 
course can  be  had  to  fictions  in  order  to  make  out  that  a  part 
of  a  day  is  equal  to  the  whole,  according  to  the  maxim  of 
the  Roman  law,  dies  inceptus  pro  completo  habetur,  becaose 
the  statute  expressly  proves  that  the  grantor  must  survive 
threescore  days  after  granting  the  same.  3.  The  deed  of 
the  21st  February,  contains  no  dispositive  words,  no  words 
de  presenti  giving  the  estate  to  the  appellant,  and  without 
such  expressions,  heritage  cannot  be  conveyed  by  the  law  of 
Scotland.  Besides,  the  expression  used  does  not  import  any 
obligation,  or  such  words  as  import  an  obligation,  sufficiently 
binding  on  the  deceased's  heir,  so  as  to  entitle  the  appellant 
to  make  up  a  feudal  title*  Nor  can  the  deeds  of  the  21s( 
and  22d,  even  if  held  as  one  settlement,  avail  her,  becaose 
if  the  latter  is  cut  off  by  the  law  of  deathbed,  she  has  no 
claim. 

After  hearing  counsel  for  four  days, 

Lord  Tuurlow  said,  (Lord  Loughborough  concurring,) 

"  My  Lords, 

**  The  terminus  a  quo  mentioned  in  the  act,  is  descriptive  of  a 
period  of  time,  and  synonymous  with  the  date  or  day  of  the  dttdf 
which  is  indivisible,  and  sixty  days  after  is  descriptiye  of  another 
and  subsequent  period,  which  begins  when  the  first  period  is  com- 
pleted. The  day  of  making  the  deed  must  therefore  be  excladed, 
so  the  maker  only  lived  fifty-nine  days  of  the  period  required.  Had 
he  seen  the  morning  of  the  60tb,  or  subsequent  day,  it  would  have 
been  sufficient ;  the  rule  of  law  above  mentioned,  (dies  inceptuspn 
completo  hahetur^  then  applying  and  making  it  unnecessary  and  im- 
proper to  reckon  by  hours,  or  to  inquire  if  the  last  day  was  completed." 

Vide  President  CampbelFs  Session  Papers,  Vol.  71- 

It  was  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutorB  be 
afiirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Sir  J,  Scott,  Wm,  Tait, 

For  Respondents,  /?.  Dundas,   W.  Grant,   W.  Adam. 
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Archibald  and  Jambs  Robertson  &  Co. 
John  Laird, 

House  of  Lords,  8th  March  1796. 


Appellants;     *^\**^*^^ 
BespandenL         v. 

LA»0. 


Insurance — Alteration  of  Voyaob.  —  Policy  from  Virginia  to 
Rotterdam,  with  liberty  to  call  at  a  port  in  England,  only  entitles 
to  call  at  a  port  in  England  that  may  be  -within  the  dae  coarse  of 
the  Toyage  to  Rotterdam,  and  not  at  any  port  in  England,  or  at  a 
port  there  which  may  be  ont  of  the  due  course  of  the  voyage. 
The  Tessel  baying  sailed  from  Virginia  direct  for  HalL  Held  this 
to  be  a  different  voyage  from  that  insured. 

# 

The  Messrs.  Gemmell  &  Co.  having  sent  their  vessel^  '  Fan- 
ny,' from  Greenock  to  Virginia  for  a  cargo  of  tobacob,  they 
insured  the  voyage  from  Virginia  with  the  appellants  by  the 
following  order : — "  Gentlemen,  You  will  please  insure  in  my 
*^  favour,  or  whoever  it  may  concern,  £2000  ster.  on  tobacco 
**  on  board  the  *  Fanny/  at  and  from  her  lading  ports  in  Vir- 
*'  ginia  to  Rotterdam,  with  liberty  to  call  at  a  port  in  £ng^ 
^^  land^  premium  £2.  5s.  per  cent.,  valuing  the  tobacco  at 
**  £10  sterling  per  hogshead/'  The  appellants  opened  a 
policy  of  insurance,  in  which  the  risk  is  described  in  the  fol- 
lowing words :  "  Beginning  the  said  adventure  upon  the  said 
**  tobacco  from  the  loading  on  board  the  '  Fanny '  at  her 
"  ports  in  Virginia,  say  in  loading  ports  in  Virginia,  and  to 
*'  continue  and  endure  until  she  shall  arrive  at  Rotterdam^ 
**  with  leave  to  call  at  a  port  in  England^  and  until  the 
"  tobacco  be  there  safely  landed."  Of  this  policy,  the  re- 
spondent Laird,  underwrote  £200  on  account  of  his  con- 
stituents, Messrs.  Ritchie  of  Glasgow. 

At  the  time  this  insurance  was  effected,  it  was  not  quite 
certain  what  kind  of  tobacco  could  be  procured.  The  Dutch 
market  was  chiefly  in  view,  for  which  the  Rappahannock 
tobacco  was  suitable ;  but  thereafter,  having  received  ad- 
Tice  that  the  Rappahannock  kind  could  not  be  got,  and  that 
the  cafgo  would  consist  of  112  hogsheads  from  York  river, 
which  is  of  a  richer  quality,  and  more  suited  to  the  English 
market,  and  100  hhds.  of  Rappahannock,  Messrs.  Gemmell 
&  Co.  wrote  the  underwriters : — **  Gentlemen, — By  a  letter 
**  I  received  yesterday  from  Virginia,  it  appears  that  my 
*'  friends  intended  to  send  the  '  Fanny '  from  Rappahannock 
"  river  to  York  river,  there  to  take  on  board  part  of  the  cargo 
'*  of  tobacco ;  and  in  that  event  she  will  proceed  to  Hull, 
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"  in  England,  there  to  discharge  her  cargo«  To  this,  I  sop- 
*'  pose,  the  underwriters  haye  no  objection,  and  I  wish  the 
"  tobacco  shipped  in  the  York  river  to  be  valned  at  £13 
'<  per  hogshead.  If  the  underwriters  agree  to  this,  please 
'*  indorse  the  same  on  the  back  of  the  policy,  for  them  to 
^^  sign  it ;  and  you  will  please  to  insure  £400  for  these  to- 
"  baccos,  at  458.  per  cent,  as  aboTo." 

The  appellants  agreed  to  this,  and  underwrote  the  follow- 
ing indorsement,  in  order  to  be  signed  by  all  the  under- 
writers : — "  Greenock^  6th  Janvxvry  1789,  Mr.  Gemmell  ha?- 
"  ing  been  advised  by  his  friends  in  Virginia  that  they  in- 
'<  tended  sending  the  within»mentioned  brig  '  Fanny'  from 
*'  the  Rappahannock  river  to  Tork  river,  there  to  take  on 
**  board  part  of  her  cargo  of  tobaccos,  and  in  that  event  the 
**  *  Fanny '  will  proceed  to  Hull  in  England,  there  to  de- 
*^  liver  her  cargo,  and  not  to  Rotterdam ;  should  the  '  Fann;' 
•*  therefore  go  to  York  river,  we,  the  underwriters,  on  the 
'*  within-mentioned  tobacco,  agree  to  stand  the  risk  to  Hull 
''  the  same  as  if  she  were  to  proceed  to  Rotterdam ;  and  we 
*'  also  agree  to  the  York  river  tobacco  being  valued  at  £13 
"  per  hogshead."  The  policy  was  sent  by  Messrs.  Robertson, 
the  appellants,  to  the  respondent,   Laird,  that   he  might 
sign  the  indorsement.    Their  clerk  called  on  him  several 
times,  but  found  him  not  in.     After  reading  it  over  he  car- 
ried it  away.    One  of  the  appellants  finding  it  lying  on  their 
desk,  put  it  aside,  imagining  it  was  all  signed.     They  had 
met  Laird  on  the  street,  and  spoken  to  him  about  it.    He 
did  not  object  to  sign;  but  merely  observed  that  the  former 
premium  was  too  low.     It  was  never  signed  by  him. 

The  "Fanny"  sailed  on  her  voyage  to  Hull,  and  while  on 
the  coast  of  Newfoundland,  and  still  in  the  same  tract  she 
must  have  taken,  if  she  had  sailed  for  Rotterdam,  she  was 
lost. 

Messrs.  Gemmell  made  their  demand  for  the  loss.  Laird, 
the  respondent,  refused  to  pay  the  buui  underwrote,  on  the 
ground  of  deviation  from  the  voyage  originally  insurcnl, 
which  was  from  Virginia  to  Rotterdam.  But  the  appellants, 
seeing  that  his  not  signing  the  policy  arose  from  their  omis- 
sion in  not  getting  it  signed^  paid  the  amount,  and  raised 
action  against  Laird  for  his  proportion.  They  obtained 
decree  in  absence,  which  being  suspended,  the  Lord  Ordin- 
ary refused  the  bill,  which  being  reclaimed  against,  the 
Court,  on  two  petitions,  adhered ;  but  appeal  being  pre- 
sented to  the  House  of  Lords,  this  judgment  was  reversed; 
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"  and  it  was  further  ordered,  that  the  cause  be  remitted       1795. 

"  back  to  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland  to  pass  the  bill 

"  of  suspension."  robertsos  & 

Accordingly  the  discussion  was  gone  into,  which  was  en-  ^* 

tirely  confined  to  the  import  of  the  original  policy,  it  being       laird. 
contended  that  liberty  to  call  at  a  port  in   England,  was^P"'^^'^"^^- 
liberty  to  discharge  the  cargo  at  Hull,  and  the  Lord  Ordin- 
ary, of  this  date,  pronounced  this  interlocutor : — •'  Having  Nov.  14, 1792. 
'*  considered  this  conde8cend<ence  with  answers,  and  the 
"  whole  cause,  finds,  that  a  voyage  insured  from  Virginia  to 
**  Rotterdam,  with  liberty  to  call  at  a  port  in  England,  does 
*'  only  entitle  the  ensured  to  call  at  such  ports  on  the  Eng- 
*'  lish  coast  as  lie  in  the  track  of  the  voyage,  but  not  at  a 
*'  port  which  is  so  much  out  of  the  natural  course  of  the 
'*  voyage  as  Hull  is,  and  therefore,  suspends  the  letters  ^'tn- 
•*  pKciter,  and  decerns."     On  two  reclaiming  petitions  tOD^c.  4, 1792. 
the  whole  Court,  they  adhered.  Jan.  15, 1793. 

Another  reclaiming  ])etition  was  presented.     In  this  the 
appellants  contended,  that  by  the  original  policy  the  Fanny 
had  liberty  to  call  and  discharge  at  Hull.   That  liberty  to  call 
at  a  port,  was  liberty  to  discharge  the  cargo  at  that  port ;  and 
that  a  voyage  insured  to  Rotterdam,  with  liberty  to  call  at  a 
port  in  England^  was  liberty  to  call  at  any  port  in  England, 
and  consequently  at  Hull ;  and  therefore,  even  on  the  import 
0^  the  original  policy,  there  was  no  deviation  whatever. 
2.  But  even  if  there  were,  yet,  under  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  the  respondent  was  equally  bound  by  the  in« 
dorsement  as  if  he  had  actually  subscribed  it.    The  respon* 
dents  maintained,  that  insurance  on  a  voyage  from  Virginia 
to  Rotterdam,  with  liberty  to  call  at  a  port  in  England^  did 
not  mean  liberty  to  call  at  the  port  of  Hull,  or  at  any  port 
in  England  indefinitely,  but  only  to  call  for  advice,  pilots, 
&c.,  at  some  one  of  the  English  ports  in  the  channel,  in  the 
direct  track  from  Virginia  to  Rotterdam;  or,  in  other  words, 
would  import  no  more  than  a  liberty  to  call  at  some  port  in 
England  in  the  course  of  that  voyage;  that  is,  some  port  in 
the  English  channel,  Plymouth,  Falmouth,  Dover,  &c.,  at 
which  last  place,  ships  from  America  to  Holland  frequently 
and  usually  call,  in  order  to  get  pilots  for  the  coast  of  Hol- 
land.    There  being,  therefore,  a  deviation  from  the  voyage 
originally  insured,  he  was  not  liable.    And  in  regard  to  his 
being  liable  under  the  indorsement,  as  he  never  signed  it, 
and  never  heard  that  he  had  been  called  onto  sign  it,  there 
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■     liability. 
SOBI.TS0N       xhe  Court  still  adhered.* 

9.   '  Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  bronght 

LAIRD.  Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — By  the  policy  in  question  the 

June  26, 1793. ,,  ^^^^f  had  liberty  to  call  at  a  port  in  England.  It  i«  not 
disputed  that  liberty  to  call  at  a  port,  implies  liberty  to  dis- 
charge at  that  port.  It  consequently  follows  from  this,  tbat 
a  voyage  insured  from  Virginia  to  Rotterdam,  with  libetyto 
call  at  a  port  in  England,  gives  leave  to  carry  tho  cargo  either 
to  England  or  to  Rotterdam.  This  agrees  with  the  views  of 
parties  at  the  time  of  insurance.  The  quality  of  the  tobacco 
to  be  shipped  was  not  then  ascertained,  and  the  vessel's 
alternate  destination  either  to  the  one  port  or  the  other, 
depended  upon  the  quality  of  tobacco  that  could  be  procured 
for  shipment  in  the  Virginia  market,  and  accordingly  the  poUcy 
was  made  out  to  meet  either  event.  The  policy  was  there- 
fore an  alternative  policy,  and  there  would  have  been 
no  use  for  applying  for  the  indorsement,  had  it  not  been 
that  the  assured  wished  to  change  the  value  of  the  tobacco 
from  £10  per  hogshead  to  £13,  in  consequence  of  a  higher 
priced  tobacco  being  shipped.  A  ship  loaded  with  tobacco 
by  act  of  parliament,  can  call  at  no  port  without  discharging 
her  cargo  there,  which  further  strengthens  the  respondents' 
proposition,  that  a  vessel  insured  from  Virginia  to  Rotter- 
dam, with  liberty  to  call  at  a  port  in  England,  must  neces- 
sarily mean  any  port  in  England  at  which  the  tobacco  conld 
by  law  be  imported,  and  that  the  leave  to  call  must  not 
only  mean  some  of  these  tobacco  ports,  but  also  to  dischaige 
there  her  cargo.  Besides,  the  vessel  being  lost  when  in 
the  direct  course  both  for  Hull  and  for  Rotterdam,  and  be- 


*  Opinions  of  Judges : 

Lord  President  Campbell. — ^*  This  is  clearly  a  diflerent  toj- 
a;*e.  The  Hovering  laws  (act  25  Geo^  c.  Ixzxi.,  §  48)  cannot 
affect  the  question.  Besides,  there  is  no  relevant  fact  ofiered  to  le 
proved,  and  the  new  policy  was  never  agreed  to.  It  is  not  a  caserf 
deviation,  but  of  alteration.'' 

Lord  Swinton. — *^  It  b  a  case  of  alteration.  Even  a  shorteningof  tk 
voyage  is  an  alteration.  There  may  be  less  prepaiatioD,  diffeieoee 
in  provisions,  &c.'* 

Lord  Craio.— ''  I  think  the  interlocutor  right  It  was  a  diffe- 
rent voyage  altogether." 
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fore  sho  bad  reached  tho  dividing  point,  the  insured  ought 

to  recover.  ■ 

Pleaded/or  the  Respondent. — The  voyage  in  which  the  ves-  bobertsom 

Bel  was  lost,  was  different  from  that  described  in  the  policy.        ^^^' 
According  to  the  policy,  the  vessel  was  to  proceed  from  Virgi- 
nia, on  a  voyage  to  Rotterdam,  which  was  there  mentioned  as 
the  port  of  delivery;  but  she  actually  cleared  out,  and  was 
proceeding,  not  to  Rotterdam,  but  to  Hull,  as  the  port  of  deli- 
very, when  she  was  lost.  The  voyage,  therefore,  was  changed, 
and  unless  it  can  be  maintained  that  the  two  voyages  were 
substantially  the  same,  there  is  no  ground  for  holding  the 
respondent  liable,  as  the  deviation  entirely  frees  him.    And 
if  he  is  not  bound  by  the  original  policy  signed  by  him,  it 
follows  that  he  is  not  bound  by  the  indorsement,  which  was 
never  signed  by  him,  and  which  described  a  different  voy* 
age.    The  fact  of  the  insured  obtaining  this  indorsement, 
was  the  strongest  evidence  of  their  understanding  as  to  the 
voyage,  and  of  its  being  a  deviation,  else  why  apply  for 
leave  to  call  at  Hull  and  discharge  there,  if  he  believed  he  had 
liberty  already  by  the  original  policy  to  call  there  ?   A  voy- 
age from  Virginia  to  Rotterdam,  with  liberty  to  call  at  a 
port  in  England,  means  only  a  port  in  the  usual  course  of 
the  voyage  insured,  and  cannot  be  construed  to  mean  a  port 
entirely  out  of  that  course,  but  such  a  port  only  in  England 
as  the  ship  may  pass  direct  on  her  course  from  Virginia  to 
Rotterdam,  of  which  there  were  several,  and  one  tobacco 
port  (Cowes).     That  liberty  to  call  at  a  port  in  England,  is 
not  a  leave  co-extensive  with  liberty  to  call  at  any  port 
in  England,  the  former  expression  being  more  limited,  and 
the  latter  general,  and  therefore,  there  being  deviation,  the 
respondent  is  free. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  Sir  J.  Scott,  Wm,  Grant. 
For  Respondent,  T.  Erskine,  W.  Adam. 
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"    Edward  Ommanney  of  Bloomsbury  Square,"i 

0MiiANNET,&c.         .^  ^^^  ^^^^^^  ^^  Middlesex,  and  JohnI  ^pp^lanU ; 
DOUGLAS,  &c.  Page,  trustees  of  Sir  Charles  Douglas,  I 

Bart.,  .  -  - 


Mrs.  Lydia  Mariana  Douglas  or  Bingham,  ^ 

and  Richard  Bingham,  her  Husband,  VSespondenU, 
residing  at  Gosport,  and  their  Attorney, ) 

House  of  Lords,  15th  March  1796. 

Will— Condition  Contra  libertatem  Matrimonh — Dosiicas.— 
(1 ).  A  Scotchman  by  birth,  residing  in  England,  executed  a  will  in 
the  English  form,  leaving  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  his  younger 
children,  equally  among  them.  The  respondent,  his  eldest  daugbter, 
haying  formed  an  attachment  to  a  person  whom  she  was  on  the  ere 
of  manying  against  her  fathers  will,  he  executed  a  codicil,  declar- 
ing that  if  she  were  so  mairied  to  that  person,  she  should  not  be  eo- 
tided  to  her  share  of  the  residue  of  his  estate.    They  were  manied. 
Held,  that  this  was  a  condition  contra  libertatem  nuUrimonu^  andnot 
to  be  regarded.  (2).  Sir  Charles  Douglas,  the  testator,  had  left  Soot- 
land  at  1 2  years  of  age,  and  entered  the  navy.  He  had  been  all  his  life 
in  various  services,  and  latterly  in  the  British  navy.  He  had  a  home 
at  Gossport,  where  he  most  commonly  resided  when  at  home.    He 
owned  two  houses  at  Edinburgh,  and  sometimes  visited  Scotlaod. 
The  last  time  he  staid  ten  months  with  his  sister  at  Olive  Buk. 
Having  thereafter  received  the  command  of  the  fleet  at  Halifia,  be- 
fore leaving,  he  took  a  hurried  visit  to  his  sister  and  children  in 
Scotland,  where,  two  days  after  his  arrival,  he  died  of  a  fit  of  apo- 
plexy.    The  question  wap.  Whether  England  or  Scotland  wis  to 
be  held  his  domicile,  as  applicable  to  the  rights  under  his  wiDf 
Held,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session,  that  England 
was  the  domicile  of  the  deceased,  and  consequently,  that  the  fiot 
interlocutor  regarding  the  condition  contained  in  the  deoeasecTs 
codicil,  fell  to  be  reversed,  as  the  law  of  England,  and  not  of 
Scotland  fell  to  be  applied,  and  that  the  condition  in  the  caSA 
was  not  unlawful,  but  to  be  taken  as  a  revocation  of  his  fenncr 
bequest  to  his  daughter. 

The  late  Sir  Charles  Douglas,  then  residing  in  England, 
executed  a  will  in  the  English  form,  bequeathing  his  whole 
real  and  personal  estate  to  the  appellants,  as  trustees  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  provisions  to  his  wife,  and  to  Ui 
eldest  son,  and  the  residue  to  be  diyided  equally  among  Ui 
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younger  children,  vrith  £50  additional  to  the  respondent,      1796. 
Ljdia  Mariana  Douglas,  his  eldest  daughter.     His  property 


it 


consisted  of  £16,000  of  stock  in  the  public  funds,  and^""^""*^**^-' 
£2000  secured  by  a  deed,  executed  by  the  executors  of  Mr.  btngham ,  &c. 
Crnikshanks,  a  gentleman  in  England,  by  which  they  de« 
clared  they  held  a  bond  of  Mr.  Gavin  of  Langton,  in  Scot- 
land, for  £5000,  in  trust  to  the  extent  of  £2000,  for  Sir 
Charles  Douglas,  and  two  flats  of  a  house  in  the  Canongate 
of  Edinburgh. 

His  eldest  daughter,  the  respondent,  having  displeased 
him  in  her  matrimonial  alliance,  he,  on  the  11th  October 
1788,  added  a  codicil  or  will,  whereby  setting  forth  the 
cause  of  displeasure,  and  the  share  left  her  by  the  above 
settlement,  he  declares,  that  ''if  my  said  daughter  Lydia 
*'  Mariana  Douglas  hath  already  married  the  said  Kichard 
Bingham,  son  of  the  said  John  Moody  Bingham,  then,  and 
in  such  case  or  event,  I,  the  said  Charles  Douglas,  do 
*'  hereby  declare  my  will  and  intention  to  be,  that  my  said 
^*  daughter  Lydia  Mariana  Douglas,  or  such  her  husband, 
**  his  or  her  heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  shall  not,  at 
'*  any  time  or  times,  after  such  marriage  taking  place,  be 
"  entitled  to  the  share  intended  to  be  given  to  her  by  my 
*<  said  wilL^'  A  disposition  applicable  to  the  Scotch  pro- 
perty, was  at  same  time  executed  in  the  Scotch  form. 

The  parties  got  married  in  November  thereafter,  against 
the  express  prohibition  of  Sir  Charles.    He  died  in  March  March  1789. 
thereafter,  without  ever  seeing  or  being  reconciled  to  his 
daughter,  and  without  revoking  the  codicil. 

The  daughter  and  her  husband  instituted  the  present  ac- 
tion of  reduction  in  Scotland,  calling  for  production  of  the 
two  last  deeds,  that  the  same  might  be  reduced. 

The  chief  ground  insisted  on  in  the  first  branch  of  the  case 
was,  that  the  condition  as  to  her  marriage  being  contra  libera 
tatem  matrimonii,  and  such  as  Sir  Charles  could  not  legally 
impose,  was  of  no  binding  effect  in  law,  to  deprive  her  of 
her  share  of  the  residue  of  the  deceased's  estate. 

Informations  were  ordered.  The  appellants,  on  the  one 
hand,  contended,  That  in  disputing  the  legality  of  the  con- 
dition prescribed  by  the  testator,  the  respondents  con- 
founded two  cases  essentially  different :  When  a  father  in- 
sists that  his  child  shall  marry  a  particular  person,  or  a 
member  of  a  particular  family,  he  certainly  exceeds  the 
limits  of  that  proper  and  lawful  authority  which  every  pa- 
reot  ought  to  possess.    In  the  same  manner,  when  a  parent 

VOL.  HI.  2  o 


4 


450  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

1796.       insists  that  a  child  shall  not  marryatallyheexccedstheboands 
and  limitsof  parental  authority.  Butthesecases  donot  apply  to 


oM]CAHNBT,&c.  ^^^  prcsentquostion,  because,  although  a  fa therbe  notentided 
BINGHAM,  &c.  either  to  prevent  his  daughter  from  marrying,  or  oblige  her 
to  marry  any  particular  person,  it  does  not  follow  that  he 
is  not  entitled  to  impose  a  negative  to  the  daughter's  choice, 
because  such  a  power  falls  legitimately  within  the  parental 
,       authority,  of  which  it  would   bo  both  highly  inexpedient 
and  dangerous  to  deprive  a  father.    A  father  may  have  good 
reasons  for  withholding  his  consent;  and  if  he  can  withhold 
bis  consent,  it  cannot  be  iUegal,  or  contra  bonaa  nwret,  or 
contra  libertatem  matrimonii,  to  declare  that  if  she  married 
Mr.  Bingham,  her  share  should  go  to  her  other  brothers  and 
sisters.     The  father  has  power  to  disinherit  any  of  his  chil- 
dren.  And  it  is  no  answer  to  this  to  say,  that  the  respondeoti 
would  not  have  married,  had  tbey  known  of  these  conditioni, 
because,  in  point  of  fact,  they  were  duly  warned  that  if  the; 
married,  that  they  were  acting  in  direct  opposition  to  SirCharles' 
injunctions.  Inanswerto  this,  itwas  stated  by  the  respoodents, 
that  at  first  Sir  Charles  was  agreeable  to  the  match,  bat  after- 
wards refused  his  consent.    The  match  was  in  no  view  ODsnit- 
able;  and  the  conditions  in  the  settlement  were  therefore  un- 
reasonable.    It  was  further  contended,  that  the  condition  d 
marrying  llichard  Bingham,  son  of  John  Moody  Bioghao, 
did  not  apply  to  the  circumstances  which  actually  io(k 
place,  as  she  had  not  married  Richard  son  of  John,  bat 
Richard  son  of  Isaac  Moody  Bingham,  and  therefore  the 
condition  did  not  apply.   The  intention  obviously  was  dear; 
but  intention  was  not  suffi^ent,  because,  applying  the  strict 
rule  to  such  deeds  of  an  unfavourable  nature,  which  are 
strictissimi  juris,  the  intention  will  not  supply  the  wantof 
suitable  words,  which  must  be  express  and  positive.    Hero 
there  was  no  more  than  a  declaration  in  this  codicil,  of  an  in- 
tention to  alter,  if  she  were  then  or  afterwards  married  to 
Mr.  Bingham.    The  marriage  took  place  thereafter,  bat  he 
died  without  altering,  and  so  without  putting  that  intentien 
into  efiect.     But  assuming  the  codicil  to  contain  a  sofficieot 
alteration  by  itself,  then  as  it  was  attendant  on  her  mMrrpat 
a  particular  person  against  his  will,  the  condition  ought  t9 
be  held  as  void,  contra  libertatem  matrimonii. 

On  report  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  the  Court  sostaiaed  the 
reasons  of  reduction,  of  the  irritant  condition  contained  ia 
the  codicil  libelled,  and  found  the  pursuer  entitled  to  her 
whole  provisions,  as  originally  destined  for  her,  in  the  aasM 
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way  as  if  no  snch  condition  had  ever  been  inserted,  and  as       1796. 
if  she  had  married  with  his  consent.* 


It  was  at  this  stage  that  the  point  of  Sir  Charles  Douglas'  ommann«t,&c. 
domicile  suggested  itself  upon  the  question,  whether  his  bihgh^x,  &c. 
estate  was  to  be  adjudged  by  the  law  of  England,  or  by  the 
law  of  Scotland^  and  whether  the  above  interlocutor  could 
only  affect  the  small  portion  of  the  estate  in  Scotland. 

By  the  agreement  of  parties,  it  was  arranged  to  discuss 
this  point  in  the  present  case,  as  to  the  whole  succession  on 
the  question.  Whether  England  or  Scotland  was  to  be  con- 
sidered as  the  domicile  of  the  late  Sir  Charles  Douglas  ? 

He  was  bom  in  Scotland,  being  the  younger  son  of  Mr. 
Douglas  of  Finglassie,  Fifeshire.  When  twelve  years  of  age  1741. 
he  entered  into  the  British  navy,  where  he  remained  on 
board  ship,  sailing  from  place  to  place,  for  seven  years. 
Being  paid  off,  he  entered  into  the  Dutch  service,  where  he 
continued  for  several  years,  and  had  he  died  at  this  time,  his 

*  OpinionB  of  Judges : 

InUrlocutor  14th  Fdmxary^  1792. 

Lord  President  Campbell.^ — <^  This  is  a  condition  ctmtra  Uherta^ 
tern  fnatnmoniu  The  case  of  Hay  v.  Wood,  (Mor.  p.  2982),  is  not 
similar,  as  the  bond  was  there  considered  to  be  merely  gratuitous.  The 
match  is  admitted  to  be  suitable,  and  there  is  a  good  deal,  likewise,  in 
die  objection  to  the  words  used,  {John  for  Isaac) ;  but  as  it  is  only  a 
part  of  the  deicriptionj  which  mby  be  supplied  by  evidence,  this  objec- 
tion might  be  got  over*  See  case  of  Pitsligo,  (ante  vol.  i.  p.  482),  and 
the  case  of  Strathallen,  in  the  House  of  Lords.  The  condition  here  is 
not  against  manying  in  genera],  but  only  against  marrying  a  certain 
person.  It  may  be  doubted  if  this  be  unlawful.  See  Voet,  lib.  28, 
tit«  9,  §  12.  But  it  is  not  said  that  any  notice  of  this  condition  was 
giren  to  her,  and,  in  fact,  she  had  married  Mr.  Bingham  before  she 
"was  aware  of  the  consequence.  The  condition,  therefore,  if  enforced, 
will  have  a  very  penal  and  unjust  effect  against  her.  See  Bankton, 
Tol.  i.  p.  114,  and  Stair,  23d  Feb.  1681,  Hamilton,  (p.  865  et  Mor. 
p.  2970). 

In  England,  it  is  believed,  more  effect  is  given  to  those  conditions 
than  with  us,  yet  a  Court  of  Equity  will  relieve  against  too  severe 
a  condition,  or  hold  it  to  be  adjected  in  terrorem  only,  especially  if 
it  be  of  the  nature  of  a  subsequent  or  forfeiting  clause.  See  Abridg- 
ment of  Cases  in  Equity,  p.  212,  vol.  ii." 

XiOBD  Hendebland. — ^'  This  is  a  condition  contra  libertatem  matri- 
fnaniif  and  not  to  be  regarded.** 

Lioao  EsKGROVE, — '^  Of  the  same  opinion." 

Court  found  **  That  she  has  right  to  her  provisions." 


^ 
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1796.       succession  would  have  been  regulated  by  the  law  of  Holland.  In 
__^    1754  he  returned  to  the  British  service.  In  1759  he  marrieda 


oMHANNBT,&c.  Dutch  ladj.  After  this  he  remained  sometimes  in  London, 
^'  ^  and  sometimes  in  other  parts  of  England,  as  snited  the 
*  station  of  his  ship.  In  1763  he  left  the  British  service,  and 
entered  into  that  of  Russia,  where  he  remained  for  two 
years,  his  wife  and  family  living  at  Amsterdam.  In  1766  be 
left  that  service,  and  again  entered  the  British  eerriee, 
having  got  the  command  of  a  frigate  on  the  Scotch  station, 
where  he  remained,  chiefly  at  Leith,  till  1769.  His  next 
station  was  Lapland.  His  family,  on  his  leaving  for  that  coast, 
going  to  Amsterdam.  On  his  return  to  England,  he  wai,in 
1771,  appointed  commander  of  the  St.  Albans,  and  ordered  to 
the  Windward  Island  station.  He  married  there  a  second  time, 
and  returned  to  Spithead  station  in  1772.  He  rented  a  honw 
at  Oosport  fi'om  that  period  till  1774,  having  the  conunand 
of  a  guard  ship.  His  second  wife  gave  birth  to  her  fint 
child  here.  He  visited  Scotland,  where  she  was  delivered 
of  her  second  child.  In  1775  he  returned  to  England,  witk 
his  wife  and  two  children.  He  was  then  appointed  to  tbe 
command  of  the  *^  Isis,"  and  sailed  with  her  for  Qaebee» 
where  he  highly  distinguished  himself,  and  was  in  ooDa^ 
quence,  on  his  return,  created  a  Baronet.  From  1777  till 
1779  he  had  the  command  of  several  ships.  In  August  of 
this  year,  his  wife  died  in  Gosport,  where  for  three  yean 
and  a  half  she  had  resided  during  his  absence.  He  w» 
left  with  three  young  children,  who  were  committed  to  the 
care  of  Mrs.  Baillie,  his  sister,  in  Scotland.  On  the  death 
of  his  second  wife,  his  house  in  Gosport  was  given  vp; 
but  in  a  year  after,  having  married  a  third  time  a  lady 
of  Gosport,  this  house  was  again  retaken,  where  Ua 
wife  and  family  remained  for  three  years,  Sir  Charles  IiiBi- 
self  being  sometimes  absent  on  service.  He  sublet  Ui 
house,  furnished,  at  Gosport  in  1783,  on  leaving  for  tlie 
Halifax  station,  to  which  he  had  been  appointed.  He  re- 
turned in  1785,  visited  Scotland  for  a  short  time,  retnmed 
to  London,  then  visited  Amsterdam,  where  bis  daagbtcf, 
Mrs.  Bingham  was,  and  returned  with  her  to  England,  coa- 
templating  a  visit  with  her  among  his  friends  in  Scolbad. 
He  wrote  his  sister  in  November  1786,  on  setting  out  oa 
this  visit :  **  On  Tuesday  three  hair  trunks  and  a  large  roaiid 
**  hat  case,  belonging  to  my  ladies,  went  from  the  WUtO 
<'  Horse  in  Cripplegate,  in  the  Edinburgh  waggon;  and  je»> 
"  terday,  from  the  same  place,  and  by  a  similar  conveyaoee^ 
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"  were  sent  to  the  iicrthward  a  large  Datch  basket,  with  a       1796. 

'*  lockhangingtoit,  two  knife  casea,  and  a  middle  sized  square     -^— — 

'*  mahogany  case,  belonging  to  the  same  owners,  with  whom,  *'*"*"^"^»  *^' 

"  and  Charles  of  Venlo,  (the  son  of  his  elder  brother,  who  bimoham,  &c. 

"  had  died  in  the  Datch  service),  I  set  out  on  Saturday  or 

**  Monday  next,  and  shall  not  travel  very  fast.  Be  pleased  toob- 

**  serve^  thatldonotengagetobuildmy  tahemaclein  Scotland, 

^*  and  thatyif  it  ahouldBometime  hence  prove  convenient  to  me  to 

**  establish  myself  elsewhere^  because  of  service  or  otherwise,  I 

*<  shall  probably  remove  the  whole  of  my  family,  considering, 

'*  in  such  eventual  case,  my  nephew  aforesaid,  as  a  very 

'*  precious  member  thereof."    lie  remained  with  his  sister, 

Mrs.  Baillie,  at  Olive  Bank,  for  ten  months.     In  1789  he 

again  got  the  command  on  the  Halifax  station,  an  appoint- 

ment  of  three  vears'  continuance.     At  this  time  his  wife 

and  family  were  in  London.     His  house  in  Gosport  still 

kept  up,  but  let  furnished,  with  all  his  pictures  and  furni" 

ture  in  it.    Previous  to  setting  out  to  his  command,  he  took 

a  harried  journey  to  Scotland,  to  visit  his  sister,  and  take 

leave  of  his  children  left  under  her  care.    Two  days  after 

his  arrival  in  Edinburgh,  he  died  suddenly  of  apoplexy. 

The  respondents  argued  upon  the  maxim,  that  there  was 
a  presumption  for  the  domicilium  originis^  unless  the  con- 
trary be  proved,  and  the  party  has  permanently  fixed  his 
domicile  elsewhere,  "  Originem  in  eo  habere  prerogativam 
prsB  domicilio,  quod  pro  origine,  presumatur,  donee  probetur 
contrarium  alibi  constitutum  esse  domicilium,  qua  accedend 
naturale  prsBsertim  prsesumatur  in  eodem  statu,  perstare."  BrunneiDanni, 
From  the  above  detail  of  Sir  Charles'  changeful  life,  it  was  P^°}o'"t^u' 
clear  either  that  he  had  returned  to  his  original  domicile  l!  Filios. 
previous  to  his  death,  or,  that  having  a  domicile  nowhere, 
it  must  in  law  be  held  to  bo  in  his  native  country,     The 
appellants,  on  the  other  hand,  contended  that  the  forum 
ariginis  was  gone  on  entering  the  Dutch  service,  and  mar- 
rying in  Holland.     It  was  again  gone  on  leaving  that  ser- 
vice, and  establishing  himself  in  Russia.    That  his  residence 
for  the  most  part  after  that  was  at  Gosport,  where  he  took 
a  house,  furnished  it,  and  where  he  always  resided  when  at 
home  with  his  family. 

Of  this  date,  the  Court  found,  "In  respect  Sir  Charles  Dec  17,1793. 
*'  Douglas  was  born  in  Scotland,  and  occasionally  had  a  do- 
**  micile  there,  that  he  died  in  Scotland,  where  some  of  his 
**  children  were  boarded,  and  that  he  had  not  at  the  time 
'*  a  domicile  any  where  else  :  The  Lords  find  his  succession 
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1796.       <<  falls  to  be  regulated  bj  the  law  of  Scotland."  *    To  thii, 
on  reclaiming  petition,  they  adhered. 


oMKAMNBT.&c.  AgaiHst  theseinteflocutors  the  present  appeal  was  bronght 
BINGHAM,  &0.  Pleaded  for  the  Appellants. — Ist,  The  reasons  stated  by  the 
Feb.  7, 1794.  Court  of  Session  for  holding  Sir  Charles'  domicile  to  be  in 
Scotland,  are,  1st,  That  he  was  born  there;  2d,  That  he  oc- 
casionally had  a  domicile  there;  and  3d,  that  he  died  there, 
where  some  of  his  family  resided.  In  regard  to  the  fint, 
undonbtedly  the  forum  originis  of  Sir  Charles  was  in  Scot- 
land. Had  he  been  a  wanderer  over  the  world,  without 
wife,  family,  household,  permanent  relation  or  residence  of 
any  sort,  the  j^rum  oriffinis  mu&t  still  subsist.  But  nothing 
can  be  more  clear  and  settled,  than  that  the  ^orum  erigim 
must  give  way  to  a  subsequent  domestic  establishmeai 
Sir  Charles  had  formed  permanent  relations.  He  had 
arrived  at  distinction  and  honours  by  a  regular  course  of 
service  in  the  British  navy;  had  been  three  times  married, 
had  children,  household  establishments,  and  considerable 
property;  so  that  Sir  Charles  cannot  be  viewed  to  have  been 
a  wanderer,  without  any  permanent  habitation.  His  home 
at  Gosport  was  his  home,  where  he  had  resided  for  neaih 
twelve  years,  either  by  himself  or  family,  and  which  wifl 
possessed  up  to  his  death,  although  let  out  furnished.  In 
the  second  place,  he  had  no  occasional  domicile  in  Scotland. 
For  forty-eight  years  he  had  only  visited  Scotland  four  times, 
On  the  third  occasion  he  had  staid  ten  months,  but  this  wu 
not  sufficient;  and  is  entirely  explained  away  by  the  letter  to 

•  Opinions  of  Judges : 

Lord  President  Campbell. — *'  This  is  a  question  upon  a  wiH 
and  whether  the  law  of  England  or  Scotland  is  to  be  the  rule.  The 
original  question  was  not  understood  to  depend  on  any  monidpil 
rule  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  but  was  decided  upon  a  general  priad- 
ple  of  law.  (Yide  first  interlocntor).  As  to  the  question  no* 
stated,  it  cannot  be  said  that  Sir  Charles  Douglas  had  a  fixed  dooi- 
cile  any  where  at  the  period  recently  before  his  death.  But  Seot* 
land  was  the  place  of  his  nativity,  where  he  lived  till  twdie  jens 
of  age,  where  he  occasionally  resided  afterwards,  where  a  part  of  hk 
family  also  resided,  and  where  he  died  ;  and  as  it  is  admitted  tbt 
he  had  then  no  actual  home,  or  fixed  establishment  elsewhere,  tke 
question  is.  Whether  the  above  circumstances  are  not  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  domicile  in  Scotland  ?  I  think  that  they  are  soffideaK 
to  hold  that  his  domicile  was  in  Scotland.  Tide  the  case  of  LonoMt 
V.  Mortimer,  Ist  Feb.  1770.** — Tide  President  CampbelTs 
Paper?,  72. 
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Mrs.  Bailie.    On  the  fourth  visit  he  died,  but  the  mere  cir-       179$. 
cumstance  of  these  temporary  visits,  attended  as  they  were 


by  no  fact  vrhich  showed  an  intention  on  the  part  of  Sir^""^***'*^'*^^ 
Charles  to  take  up  there  his  final  residence,  is  insufficient,  bingham  &c. 
And  his  death  there  cannot,  in  the  next  place^  form  any 
ground  by  itself,  the  more  especially  as  he  at  the  time  had 
a  domicile  elsewhere,  because  at  that  moment  he  was  tenant 
of  a  house  in  Gosport,  where  his  furniture  and  pictures  re- 
mained, and  which  was  at  the  time  of  his  death  his  home, 
and  England,  therefore,  his  domicile. 

II.  But  whatever  bo  the  decision  on  this  point,  still  the 
law  of  Scotland  as  to  the  other  point  cannot  stand.  The 
testator  had  a  power  to  make  his  will  and  to  alter  it.  He 
had  power  to  disinherit  any  particular  child ;  and,  in  like 
manner,  he  had  power  of  bequeathing  the  daughter's  share 
in  such  terms  as  that,  if  she  should  marry  a  particular  per- 
son, she  should  get  nothing,  and  her  share  devolve  on  her 
brothers  and  sisters.  Such  a  condition  is  not  a  restraint  on 
marriage,  and  consequently  neither  illegal,  nor  contra  bonos 
mores.  It  may  be  a  hard  condition,  but  there  may  be  urgent 
reasons  inducing  the  father,  in  the  due  exercise  of  his  paren- 
tal power,  for  imposing  it.  If  good  in  the  case  of  a  stranger, 
it  ought,  for  this  reason,  to  be  good  where  a  parent  imposes 
it;  and  the  cases  referred  to,  relate  either  to  the  father  im- 
posing a  condition  that  his  daughter  should  marry  a  parti- 
cular person,  with  consent  of  his  trustees. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — 1.  Having  reference  to 
the  whole  history  and  career  of  Sir  Charles  Douglas'  life,  it 
is  clearly  established  that  he  must  be  considered  as  domi- 
ciled in  Scotland  at  the  time  of  his  death.  He  was  born 
and  educated  there.  His  constant  residence  there^  except 
in  so  far  as  this  was  interrupted  by  his  professional  pursuits, 
which  were  of  a  nature  not  likely  to  constitute  a  domicile 
elsewhere.  The  case  of  a  sailor  or  soldier  in  the  service  of 
their  country,  is  different  from  that  of  merchants,  seeking 
their  fortune  in  another  country. '  The  former  are  only  ab- 
sent  on  temporary  service,  and  must  be  held  to  be  domi- 
ciled in  the  country  to  which  they  originally  belonged.  They 
are  in  the  same  category  with  ambassadors,  &c.,  who  never 
lose  their  original  domicile,  although  resident  in  foreign 
courts.  Accordingly,  Sir  Charles  had  his  domicile  in  his 
native  country.  There  was  no  final  determination  taken  to 
abandon  that  country;  his  duty  led  him  away  into  active 
scenes,  but  he  always  kept  it  in  view.    The  house  at  Gos- 
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1796.       port  was  only  taken  ^ben  he  took  the  guard^hip  command, 

just  to  serve  him,  just  in  the  same  way  as  he  took  lodgings 

0MMAMNBY,&c.iQ  Loith,  whon  he  was  on  the  Scotch  station,  but  be  was 
BiHOHAK  &c.  ^^^^  attached  to  his  ship,  and  ready  to  be  called  away.  He 
had,  moreover,  on  frequent  occasions,  stated  his  desire  to 
lay  his  bones  in  Scotland,  among  his  ancestors.  2.  In  re- 
gard to  the  alteration  of  her  father's  will,  there  could  be 
nothing  more  firmly  established  in  the  law  of  Scotland,  that 
such  conditions  and  restraints  on  marriage  are  void,  and  of 
no  effect  in  depriving  the  daughter  of  her  share  in  the  de- 
ceased's succession.  Besides,  the  condition  strictly,  does 
not  apply,  because  she  has  not  married  Richard  Bingham 
son  of  John  Moody  Bingham,  but  Uichard  son  of  /mku? 
Moody  Bingham,  which,  though  a  critical  objection,  yet  in 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  should  be  strictly  interpreted. 

Lord  Cbamcellor  Loughbourgh. 
"  My  Lords, 

*'  The  question  now  to  be  determined  by  your  Lordships  is  pecu- 
liarly interesting,  and  every  argument  of  compassion,  eveiything 
which  tends  to  call  forth  the  higher  sentiments  and  feelings,  pros 
upon  your  Lordships  for  every  possible  favour  to  the  respondents;  for 
it  is  more  than  probable  that  the  resentment  of  the  father,  on  ac- 
count of  this  lady's  rash  conduct,  would,  under  the  real  circumstsooes 
of  the  case,  as  they  afterwards  appeared,  have  been  softened  and 
appeased,  and  that  his  known  good  nature  would  have  induced  fain 
to  pardon  her  indiscretion,  and  to  annul  the  codicil  to  his  will,  if,  to 
the  great  loss  of  his  country,  as  well  as  his  family,  he  had  not  beea 
carried  off  suddenly  and  unexpectedly.  But  nothing  can  be  so  dan- 
gerous as  for  a  court  of  justice  to  suffer  itself  to  be  led  away  by  oooi- 
passion,  instead  of  being  guided  by  the  general  rules  laid  down  u 
the  law  of  the  land ;  and  of  applying,  in  the  cases  before  it,  that  bv 
biased  by  passion,  or  warped  by  personal  consideration. 

^*  In  the  present  case,  there  are  two  interlocutors  brought  under 
our  review,  in  their  natures  essentially  different  from  each  other. 

''  The  first  is  on  a  question  of  pure  Scotch  law,  by  which  the 
Court  of  Session  have  declared  that  the  codicil  executed  by  Sir 
Charles  Douglas  can  have  no  effect,  as  being  at  variance  with  the 
law  of  Scotland.  But  when  this  question  was  before  them,  unfor- 
tunately the  Court  overlooked  another  and  previous  question,  whi^ 
therefore,  forms  the  subject  of  their  second  interlocutor,  and  that  iii 
Whether  Sir  George  Douglas  was  domiciled  in  this  country,  or  in 
Scotland  ?  The  question  here  alluded  to,  has  no  reference  to  the 
particular  law  of  Scotland,  it  must  be  decided  on  principles  of  geooil 
law ;  because,  it  is  now  admitted,  not  merely  in  both  parts  of  Oxeit 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.  467 

Britain,  bat  in  all,  at  least  most  of  the  civilized  conntries  in  Europe,         1796. 
that  it  is  the  place  of  a  man's  domicile  which  most  give  the  rule  for 


the  distribution  of  his  personal  property.  ommannbt,  & 

^'  Formerly,  there  seems  to  hare  existed  in  the  courts  of  Scotland,  qi^iqba'm  &c. 
and  in  other  parts  of  Europe,  a  kind  of  controversy  in  regard  to  the 
locality  of  personal  property,  as  if  its  distribution  was  dependent  upon 
this  consideration.  But  the  determination  of  your  Lordships,  which 
have  been  acquiesced  in  and  followed  in  Scotland,  have  now  settled 
it  as  law,  that  the  distribution  of  an  intestate's  personal  estate,  or  the 
construction  or  effect  of  a  will,  must  be  governed  by  the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  intestate,  or  the  testator,  had  his  last  domicile.  If, 
then,  it  shall  be  decided,  in  the  present  case,  that  Sir  Charles  Doug- 
las died  a  domiciled  Englishman,  it  is  immaterial  (as  to  these  par- 
ties) whether  the  judgment  of  the;  Court  of  Session  be  right  or  wrong 
on  the  other  question,  which  depends  upon  the  law  of  Scotland.  * 

**  In  viewing  the  life  of  the  late  Sir  Charles  Douglas,  your  Lord- 
fihips  will  find  it  a  life  of  bustle  and  adventure.    The  scenes  of  acti- 
vity in  which  he  was  almost  constantly  engaged,  and  in  the  coarse 
of  which  he  distinguished  himself  so  remarkably  for  courage  and 
good  conduct,  afforded  him  but  little  opportunity  to  settle  long  in 
any  particular  place.    Independent  of  the  services  he  rendered  to 
this  country,  your  lordships  will  find  him  in  the  employment  of  two 
courts,  the  allies  of  Britain,  Holland  and  Russia.   In  the  Empress's 
service  he  was  entrusted  with  a  very  high  command,  which  did  not 
continue,  however,  for  any  great  length  of  time  ;  but,  in  the  service 
of  Holland,  he  continued  for  a  much  longer  period, — three  or  four 
years — and  it  has  been  argued  that  he  acquired  a  domicile  in  each 
of  these  countries ;  a  question  which  I  am  not  now  called  upon  to 
discuss.  At  his  return  home,  in  both  cases,  he  was  employed  in  our 
own  service,  and  your  Lordships  will  perceive  that  he  was  much  em- 
ployed, and  in  various  parts  of  the  world  ;  that  he  was  exceedingly 
active  at  all  times ;  and  that,  when  at  home  on  shore,  he  was  so 
eagerly  engaged  in  the  course  and  pursuit  of  his  profession,  that  he 
did  not  settle  anywhere,  so  as  to  strike  root  very  deeply,  which  at 
first  sight  makes  it  difficult  to  say  where  he  was  domiciled.    But, 
upon  a  more  minute  investigation  of  the  circumstances  in  his  life,  I 
cannot  approve  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session;  and  I  shall 
now  examine  into  the  reasons  on  which  the  judgment  is  founded, 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  on  what  grounds  I  am  not  satisfied,  in 
doing  which,  I  shall  take  the  inverse  order  in  which  these  reasons 
axB  stated  in  the  interlocutor. 

^*  By  this  anangement,  then,  the  first  circumstance  is,  that  he 
died  in  Scotland,  where  some  of  his  children  were  boarded.  This, 
however,  of  some  of  his  children  being  boarded  in  Scotland,  is  not  men- 
tioned as  the  ratio  decidendi,  but  is  thrown  in  along  with  the  circum- 
stances of  his  death.  On  that  circumstance,  however,  no  stress  can  be 
laid;  for  nothing  is  more  clear,  than  that  residence,  purely  temporary, 


1796. 
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has  no  effect  whateyer  in  the  creation  of  a  domicile.    Preciaelj  of 
this  kind  was  the  residence  of  Sir  Charles  Douglas  in  Scotland  at 

oKMANHET&c.*^®  pcHod  of  his  death.     He  had  heen  appointed  to  the  command 
V.  on  a  foreign  station,  and  went  down  to  Scotland  to  take  leave 

BiMGBAM,  &e.  Qf  giici^  Qf  jiis  children  as  happened  to  he  there,  with  all  the  hmiy 
which  was  the  necessary  consequence  of  a  speedj  and  immediate 
return.  When  he  set  out  for  Scotland,  he  was  actually  appointed. 
He  had,  therefore,  so  yery  short  a  time  to  continue,  that  it  is  im- 
possible to  say  or  imagine  that  he  had  the  remotest  thought  of  set- 
tling or  remaining  in  Scotland,  at  the  time  when  unfortunately  his 
life  was  closed.  The  time  he  had  to  spend  in  Scotland  at  that 
period  was  limited^  his  stay  was  circumscribed,  an  immediate  letora 
was  indispensably^requisite ;  and,  lastly,  the  object  he  had  in  view  in 
this  journey  to  Scotland  was  definable,  and  is  defined.  He  was  there, 
,  therefore,  without  idea  or  intention  to  remain,  and  conscquendy 
his  l^st  visit  to  Scotland,  and  unexpected  death,  can  haye  no  iniio- 
ence  on  the  point  of  his  domicile. 

*'  The  next  circumstance  is,  that  occasionally  he  had  a  domicile 
in  Scotland.  But  this  is  rather  an  inaccuracy,  for  when  had  he  a 
domicile  in  Scotland  ?  That  is,  at  what  period  was  he  fixed  and 
settled  there  for  life,  or,  as  the  word  has  been  explained*  for  a  per- 
petuity,  meaning  a  continuation  of  time,  or  with  an  intention  to  n* 
main?  Unless  it  can  be  shown  that  he  had  been  settled  in  Scotlsad 
with  such  an  animus^  he  can  never  be  said  to  haye  had  a  domicile  ia 
that  country.  For  there  is  no  such  thing  as  an  occasional  domicik. 
It  is  the  general  habit  and  tenor  of  a  man's  life  which  most  be 
looked  to;  and  in  no  case  is  it  possible  for  a  man  to  be  so  sitoated 
as  to  admit  the  idea  of  anything  like  two  domiciles  for  the  pmpoee 
of  succession,  unless  his  time  were  so  arranged  as  to  be  equally  sad 
statedly  divided  betwixt  two  countries,  in  each  of  which  his  resi- 
dence had  exactly  the  same  appearance  of  permanency  as  in  the  other, 
— a  case  which  could  hardly  occur,  for  some  shade  of  difierence 
would  in  general  appear,  giving  a  clearer  character  of  permanency, 
or  established  settlement  to  one  of  the  situations  than  to  the  other. 
But,  if  such  a  case  as  I  have  now  supposed,  were  brought  before  m, 
there  might  be  some  difficulty  in  coming  to  the  true  conclusion.  It 
is  sufficient,  however,  here  to  say,  that  such  is  by  no  means  the  pe- 
sent  case. 

*^  The  last,  or  rather  the  first  consideration  in  the  interlocutor  i^ 
Thai  Sir  Charles  Douglas  was  born  in  Scotland.  This  may  be  in- 
sisted upon,  as  affording  some  little  degree  of  argument;  bot  tbe 
judges  in  Scotland  were  all  agreed  in  opinion  that  birth  is  the  silki- 
est circumstance  in  the  formation  of  the  domicile  of  a  person  who 
has  arrived  at  the  years  of  Sir  Charles  Douglas.  If  it  oould  be  made 
out  that  in  no  part  of  his  life  the  person  made  chcnce  of  any  ooiutiy 
as  the  site  of  his  domicile,  his  birth  would  undoubtedly  fix  it  in  the 
place  of  his  nativity.   But,  where  a  man's  conduct  and  genenl  hahitB 
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liave  settled  him  elsewhere,  his  haring  been  bom  in  another  conn-       1796. 
try  becomes  of  no  consideration,  and  cannot  hare  the  smallest  effect 


in  regard  to  his  domicile.  okmank«t,&c. 

"  Upon  the  case  of  Sir  Charles  Douglas,  my  opinion  is,  that  he  fixed  ^j^qh  am  &c. 
himself  in  this  part  of  the  United  Kingdom.  I  have  no  hesitation  in 
declaring  it  as  my  further  opinion,  that  it  does  not  detract  from  the  idea 
of  his  being  domiciled  in  England,  that  his  professional  habits  and  con- 
yeniency,  joined  to  his  hopes  of  preferment,  induced  him  to  fix  and 
settle  here  in  preference  to  Scotland.  As  I  hare  already  obserred,  Sir 
Charles  Douglas  could  not  be  much  at  home ;  but  when  he  had  any 
leisure,  any  opportunity  of  living  on  shore,  where  was  it  most  likely, 
where  most  expedient  that  he  should  be  found  ?  At  a  great  sea* 
port,  certainly ;  at  Gosport,  or  in  its  neighbourhood,  and  it  appears 
to  me,  that  an  officer  so  eager  about  his  profession,  and  of  so  much 
naral  ingenuity  as  Sir  Charles  Douglas  possessed,  (for  it  is  well 
known  that  he  was  the  author  of  some  great  improvements),  would 
have  chosen  any  other  situation.  Sir  Charles  Douglas  was  a  public 
man,  and  one  may  therefore  speak  of  him.  I  will  then  take  it  upon 
me  to  say,  that  his  mind  and  inclinations  were  so  attached  to  his 
profession,  and  his  zeal  and  ingenuity  for  the  improvement  of  the 
navy  so  great,  that  I  am  convinced  he  could  not  have  been  at  rest 
for  any  great  length  of  time  in  any  situation,  but  where  he  had  an 
opportunity  of  showing,  and  putting  these  in  practice. 

**I  have  mentioned  the  probability  that  Sir  Charles  Douglas 
"Would  take  up  his  residence  in  this  country ;  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact, 
he  was  domiciled  at  Gosport,  that  is,  his  family  and  establishment 
were  there  for  seven  years  successively,  from  the  year  1 77^9  even 
Trhen  service  called  him  personally  to  another  quarter.  At  one 
period  he  had  a  guardship  at  the  Medway.  Still,  however,  his  house 
and  home  continued  at  Gosport ;  and  the  general  habits  of  life,  and 
his  conduct  throughout,  all  tend  to  confirm  the  proposition,  that  his 
domicile  was  by  choice  in  England,  and  consequently  that  he  must 
be  considered  as  an  Englishman. 

**  I  shall  not  detain  your  Lordships  with  a  discussion  of  the  efiect 
of  the  visit  to  his  sister  in  17^6 ;  but  content  myself  with  observing, 
that  during  the  whole  space  of  time  which  he  remained  in  Scotland 
he  had  no  house  of  his  own — was  never  master  of  a  family  ;  and 
that,  previous  to  his  departure  for  Scotland,  he  guards  his  sister 
agunst  entertaining  any  idea  that  it  was  his  intention  to  be  more 
than  a  visitor,  or  to  take  up  any  settled  residence  in  Scotland. 

*^  Your  Lordships  will  at  once  see,  that  it  is  a  very  material  cir- 
cumstance, and  takes  away  much  of  the  favour  of  the  case  from  the 
respondents,  that  a  man,  considering  himself  an  inhabitant  of  a  par- 
ticular country,  and,  acting  upon  that  idea»  has  made  a  regular  set- 
tlement of  his  affairs,  agreeably  to  the  laws  of  that  country ;  and  yet 
that  he  should  be  disappointed  in  his  intention,  and  the  disposition 
he  had  made  be  defeated,  on  the  idea  and  supposition  that  his  sue- 
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1796.        cession  must  be  goyemed  bj  the  law  of  ano&er  coontiy  when  he 

^-^—    happened  to  be  bom  ;  and  that  such  his  settlement,  not  being  agree- 

0MNANNET,&c.  a[)|e  jq  thls  latter  law,  shall  be  considered  as  good  for  nothing ;  that 

BiNOHAK  &c.  ^®  ^^^  ^  ^^'^  ^  ^  penon  who  has  died  intestate,  leaving  it  to  that 

law  to  make  a  will  for  him.     In  ike  case  of  Sir  Charles  Douglas. 

this  hardship  is  particularly  apparent ;  for,  if  we  look  to  the  will 

which  he  executed,  and  the  subsequent  codicil,  it  ia  impossible  to 

conceiye  that  he  considered  himself  in  the  character  of  a  Scotchmao, 

having  his  property  subject  to  the  rules  established  by  the  law  of 

Scotland.    The  opposite  conclusion  presents  itself  "mth  irresistible 

force.     His  will  is  an  English  will,  in  every  sense  of  the  word ;  and 

it  is  therefore  an  obvious  conclusion,  that,  in  his  opinion,  the  law  of 

England  was  to  dispose  of  his  property. 

"  But,  it  is  uiged,  that  he  also  made  a  will,  or  disposition  in  the 
Scotch  form,  of  his  property  in  Scotland.  He  did  so,  and  he  wai 
well  advised  when  he  did  so,  because  that  property  being  keriiMe^ 
could  only  be  disposed  of  by  those  forms  prescribed  by  the  law  of 
Scotland.  But  what  was  the  object  of  this  disposition  ?  It  was  to 
direct,  that  his  whole  property  in  Scotland  should  be  soUL  that  it 
might  be  converted  into  personal  property,  and  distributed  and  dit> 
posed  of  in  the  same  manner  as  his  property  in  England.  Under 
these  circumstances,  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  that  Sir  Charlei 
Douglas  had  the  most  distant  idea  that  his  will  would  be  set  aside 
by  his  children,  beoiuse,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  they  are  entitled  to 
legitim  ;  or,  by  his  wife,  who  probably  had  no  settlement  by  covenant, 
because  she,  by  the  same  law,  might  claim  her  thirds.  It  appean, 
on  the  contrary,  to  be  very  evident,  that  Sir  Charles  Douglas,  look- 
ing to  the  laws  of  this  country  as  the  only  medium  by  whidi  his 
intention  was  to  be  carried  into  effect,  never  dreamed  of  these 
claims ;  and  the  hardship  would  rather  be,  that  his  disposition  sfaooM 
not  take  effect  in  consequence  of  his  long  residence  in  England.  In 
my  opinion,  therefore,  your  Lordships  ought  to  decUure  that  the  me- 
cession  of  Sir  Charles  Douglas  must  be  regulated  by  the  law  of 
England. 

^  Should  your  Lordships  be  of  this  opinion,  it  is  then  unneoessaij 
to  enter  into  the  other  question,  because  your  judgment  attaches  on 
all  the  property,  wherever  situated,  and  Sir  Charles  Douglas*  exe- 
cutors will  be  authorised  to  act  as  his  personal  representatives  and 
executors  in  Scotland,  under  the  authority  of  the  Court  of  Seasion ; 
the  effect  of  which  will  be,  that  the  respondent,  Mrs.  Bingham,  on- 
fortunately  will,  by  means  of  the  codicil,  lose  the  benefit  which  wis 
intended  for  her  by  the  will  of  her  father.  At  the  same  time,  it 
may  not  be  improper  to  say  a  few  words  on  the  other  question,  evem 
though  it  shall  be  declared  that  Sir  Charles  had  his  domicile  in  this 
country  ;  in  which  opinion,  the  noble  and  learned  Lord  (Lord Thar- 
low),  who  attended  most  of  the  pleadings,  perfectly  agrees  with  me; 
while,  at  the  same  time,  h^  entertains,  as  I  do,  a  very  great  degree 
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of  doubt,  whether,  bj  the  law  of  Scotland,  the  first  interlocutor  of        1796. 
the  Court  of  Session  can  possibly  be  supported. 


•*  I  have  looked  with  care  into  the  text  writers  on  the  Scotch  law,  okmannbt,&c. 
without  being  able  to  discover  any  positive  declaration,  or  opinion^  biiigbam  &c. 
different  from  what  is  to  be  met  with  in  the  law  of  this  countrj. 

**  Stair  treats  only  of  bonds  of  provision,  which  are  materially  dif* 
ferent  from  deeds  of  a  testamentary  nature  ;  for  the  former  consti- 
tuted the  provision  a  debt  against  the  estate,  subject,  no  doubt,  to  a 
certain  condition,  the  legal  validity  of  which  depended  upon  its 
object  and  tendency.  If  it  be  a  general  restraint,  it  is  said  to  be 
contra  Ubertatem  matrimonii^  and,  on  that  account,  null.  If  it  forces 
the  grantee  to  marry  a  particular  persony  it  is  then  termed  contra 
pietatem  /  the  father  has  exceeded  his  authority,  and  for  this  reason 
the  provision  is  sustained,  while  the  condition  is  rejected. 

''  Erskine  speaks  of  bonds  with  a  condition,  impossible  to  be  per- 
formed, in  which  case  he  lays  it  down,  that  the  debt  is  constituted  • 
while  the  condition  being  impossible,  the  bond  is  taken  as  a  pure 
bond.  Or  if  the  condition  be  such  as  the  father  ought  not  to  im- 
pose, the  debt  in  this  case  is  likewise  sustained,  without  regard  to  the 
condition,  because  it  is  an  improper  one. 

'^  Then,  as  for  their  cases,  there  are  several  where  the  consent  of 
particular  persons,  such  as  trustees,  was  declared  to  be  necessary 
previous  to  marriage  ;  but  there  is  not  a  single  case,  in  which  it  has 
been  found,  that  a  father  might  not  impose  upon  his  child  a  reason- 
able condition.  I  shall  just  add,  on  the  subject  of  these  bonds  of 
provision,  that  they  do  not  require  delivery,  but  are  perfectly  valid, 
and  the  provisions  contained  in  them  become  an  existing  debt,  if 
found  in  the  father's  repositories  at  his  death. 

**'  But  there  is  no  affinity  betwixt  these  cases  and  the  present  A 
father,  in  Scotland,  can  disinherit  his  child ;  and  certainly  he  can, 
with  at  least  equal  propriety,  impose  upon  such  child  a  condition  in 
itself  neither  imreasonable  nor  improper.  But,  in  fact,  this  is  not 
properly  the  case  of  a  condition,  but  rather  that  of  a  revocation  of 
the  bequest  in  a  will  by  a  subsequent  codicil.  The  question  then  to 
be  considered  is,  Whether  the  legacy  revoked  by  the  codicil  has  been 
and  ought  to  be  forfeited  ?  The  legacy,  given  by  Sir  Charles  in  his 
will,  is  recalled  if  his  daughter  had  married,  or  should  marry^  the 
respondent,  or  any  of  his  brothers ;  that  is,  the  legacy  continues  in 
force,  but  the  codicil  revokes  it  sub  modo^  if  a  certain  event  had 
happened,  or  should  happen  ;  and  there  could  be  nothing  unreason- 
able in  this. 

^  The  event  had  happened ;  and  on  the  death  of  Sir  Charles,  his 
will  was  found  to  contain  the  legacy  to  his  daughter,  but  the  codicil 
was  found  to  revoke  it.  There  is  no  affinity  betwixt  this,  and  those 
cases  in  which  the  Court  of  Session  has  annulled  the  condition  an- 
nexed to  the  gifi^  or  existing  debt. 
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1796.  "'  I  feci  "^^^  diffidence,  howeyer,  in  deliTering  this  opinion.    Bat 

the  reversal  of  the  interlocutor,  on  the  legality  of  the  condition,  does 


STEIN        not  depend  upon  it.     It  is  the  declaration  that  Sir  Charles  Don^^ 
^'     ^     was  a  domiciled  Englishman  which  goyems  the  case;  that  depends 
'     *  upon  principles  of  general  law ;  and  the  rerersal  of  the  first  interkeih 
tor  is  a  necessary  consequence  of  the  rerersal  of  the  second." 

On  the  motion  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  this  judgment  was 
pronounced,  (18th  March,  1796). 
It  is  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  said  interlocutors  of  the 
17th  December  1793  and  the  17th  February  1794,  com- 
plained of  in  the  said  appeal,  be,  and  the  same  are 
hereby  reyersed ;  and  it  is  hereby  declared  that  the 
succession  to  the  property  of  Sir  Charles  Douglas  be 
regulated  by  the  law  of  England :  And  it  is  farther 
ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  interlocutor  of  the  17th 
of  February  1792,  also  complained  of  in  the  said  appeal, 
be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed. 

For  Appellants,  Wm.  Grants  Thomas  Macdonald, 
For  Respondents,  Sir  J.  Scott,   Wm  Batting. 


John  Stein,  Distiller  at  Canonmills,      -        Appellant; 

Thomas  Stewart  and  Jambs  Sommervail)    r  onnmijadM 
&  Co.,  Merchants,  Leith,        -        -     )      ^^P*'""*'^* 

House  of  Lords,  18th  April  1796. 

Contract  of  Sale— Payment  —  Bills.  —  A  contract  ibr  the 
sale  of  spirits,  to  be  delivered  at  stated  periods,  and  stipu- 
lating that  ^<  Bills  at  three  months"  should  be  granted  for  eadh 
delirery.  The  question  was,  Whether,  from  the  stipnlatioa  of 
*'  bills  at  three  months/'  and  other  correspondence  between  the  ptf- 
ties,  the  seller  was  entitled  to  discountable  bills,  or  hills  dist 
would  produce  ready  cash  at  the  banks;  and  on  fiulnre  to  gire  oA 
biUs,  whether  he  was  entitled  to  stop  the  contract ;  Held,  in  tbe 
Court  of  Session,  That,  as  by  the  said  contract  he  had  reoetred  the 
guarantee  of  a  party,  he  could  demand  nothing  &rther,  snd  was 
bound  to  perform  his  contract,  although  he  offered  to  prore  that  the 
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alleged  guarantees  were  the  principals  in  the  purchase> — that  they        ^79^. 
had  alone  granted  bills  for  the  spirits  as  principal  purchasers — that  - 

thej  had  held  out  that  William  Allan,  banker,  was  also  concerned  in        btbim 
the  purchase  as  partner,  and  that  he  would  discount  the  bills.  ^* 

That  Mr.  Allan  at  first  discounted,  but  latterly  refused  to  dis-  ' 

count  their  bills,  because  they  had  dishonoured  previous  bills  so 
discounted ;  and  that  Mr.  Allan,  upon  inquiry,  declared  that  he 
was  not  a  partner  of  the  ooncem,  and  that  he  could  not  obtain 
the  bills  discounted  in  any  other  bank,  and  that  these  parties  had 
assured  him,  that  if  Mr.  Allan  did  not  always  discount  these  bills, 
they  would  pay  cash.  Berersed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  these 
£Eicts  allowed  to  be  prored,  if  they  should  not  be  admitted  by  the 
respondents. 

On  the  26th  April,  the  appellant,  John  Stein,  entered 
into  a  transaction  with  the  respondent,  Thomas  Stewart, 
whereby  the  appellant  agreed  to  deliver  certain  quantities 
of  spirits  to  Mr.  Stewart,  at  certain  stated  terms,  as  set  forth 
in  the  following  letters,  on  receiving  bills  from  him  at  a  cer- 
tain date,  guaranteed  by  the  other  respondents  James  Som- 
mervail  &  Co.— •'  Leith,  20th  April  1792.  Mr.  Thomas 
**  Stewart,  Sir,  In  consequence  of  what  has  just  now  passed 
"  betwixt  us,  I  hereby  make  you  offer  of  100  puncheons 
**  common  aqua  vitae,  deliverable  at  your  cellars  at  Leith  in 
**  the  course  of  four  weeks  from  this  date,  at  2s.  6d.  per 
*^  gallon,  at  the  strength  of  one  in  ten  under  hydrometer 
^'  proof,  per  Clerk's  instrument,  of  a  quality  such  as  the 
*^  sample  to  be  shown  you,  and  sealed  to-morrow ;  the 
*^  amount  to  bo  payable  by  your  acceptances  at  four  months 
^*  from  the  date  of  the  deliveries,  or  when  you  find  it  more 
*'  convenient,  to  pay  cash,  the  common  interest  being 
'*  allowed.  I  also  make  you  a  farther  offer  of  600  pun- 
"  cheons  of  the  same  quality,  deliverable  in  quantities  of 
<^  12  puncheons  weekly,  at  2b.  2d.  per  gallon,  of  t];ie  strength 
*'  of  one  in  ten  hydromter  proof,  per  Clerk's  instrument,  to 
'*  be  payable  by  your  acceptance  at  three  months  from  the 
^^  date  of  each  settlement,  which  shaU  take  place  at  the  end 
of  every  fortnight ;  it  being  understood  that  the  delivery 
of  the  weekly  quantity  is  to  take  place  on  the  beginning 
of  June  next,  and  that  the  spirits  are  to  be  delivered  of  a 
**  strength  under  twenty  per  cent,  over  hydrometer  proof. 
'^  Upon  these  terms  I  hereby  agree  to  deliver  you  these  700 
**  puncheons  of  aqua  vit8e,  and  your  letter  of  acceptance 
'*  shall  render  this  conclusive.  And  I  further  promise, 
'*  that  before  making  any  further  sale  to  any  other  house 
<«  upon  as  low  terms,  (the  houses  of  William  Forlong  &  Co., 
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1796.       '*  and  Adam  and  Mathie  excepted),  yon  shall  have  the  re- 

«- **  fasal  of  such  a  sale  at  any  time  during  this  contract.    It 

BTBiw  «« ig^  however,  provided,  that  if  any  alteration  should  take 
8TBWABT  &c.  '^  pl^ce  in  the  duties  to  government,  either  by  an  additional 
**  duty  on  the  stills,  or  otherwise,  that  then,  if  we  cannot 
*'  agree  with  regard  to  the  difference^  either  party  shall  have 
*'  it  in  their  power  to  put  an  end  to  this  agreement  As 
**  you  are  not  particularly  acquainted  with  the  quality  of 
*'  the  sample  to  be  produced  to-morrow,  I  engage  that  it 
*'  shall  be  such  as  I  in  general  sell.  The  empty  oaslcB  are 
'*'  either  to  be  returned  in  the  course  of  six  months,  or  if  at  an 
<  *  average  they  contain  above  470  gallons,  to  be  paid  for  at  the 
**  rate  of  12s.  each,  and  if  less,  at  the  rate  of  lOs.  each.  It 
"  is  also  understood  that  Messrs.  James  Sommervail  &  Co. 
"  have  a  concern  in  this  agreement,  and  are  to  guarantee  its 
^'  due  performance  in  every  respect.  (Signed)  John  Srtis," 
April  26, 1792.  Mr.  S  tewart,  of  this  date,  gave  in  counter  missive  of  accept- 
ance to  these  terms,  and  besides  delivered  to  Mr.  Stein  the 
following  guarantee  from  Messrs.  James  Sommervail  &  Co^ 
— **  '26th  April  1792.  We  hereby  engage  that  the  above 
*<  bargain  which  you  have  made  with  Mr.  Thomas  Stewart, 
**  shall  be  implemented  in  all  respects  on  his  part;  and  we 
^'  become  bound  to  see  whatever  acceptance  he  may  grant 
''  on  this  account,  paid  in  the  same  regular  manner  as  if  we 
**  were  actually  bound  in  them  ourselves ;  and  if  at  any 
*<  time  you  choose  to  take  our  acceptances  in  preference  to 
^'  Mr.  Stewart's,  we  have  no  objection  to  grant  them." 

^'  We  are,  (Signed)  Jambs  Sohbrvail  &  Ca" 
It  was  alleged  by  the  appellant,  that  though  his  letter 
was  addressed  to  Mr.  Stewart,  yet  that  James  Sommerrail 
and  Co.  were  the  real  parties  dealt  with,  and  Stewart  mereij 
their  servant  or  rider.  It  was  also  alleged  by  him,  that  at 
the  time  these  missives  were  entered  into,  the  bills  of 
Messrs.  Sommervail  and  Co.,  accepted  at  the  date  stipulated, 
were  currently  negotiated,  and  could  command  money  at  the 
banks.  And  further,  that  it  could  not  be  supposed  that, 
without  a  command  of  ready  money,  he  (so  recently  com- 
menced business)  could  be  able  to  manufacture  twelve 
puncheons  of  spirits  per  week,  and  deliver  them  to  the  re> 
spondents.  And  accordingly,  that  it  was  on  the  faith  ct 
either  receiving  cash,  or  bills  discountable  at  the  bank,  so 
as  to  produce  cash  as  the  spirits  were  delivered,  that  he 
could  be  able  to  perform  his  part  of  the  transaction. 
For  eleven  months   ensuing,  the   appellant    delivered 
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agreeably  to  his  bargain,  the  qaantities  of  spirits  in  question ;        ^*^^- 
and  received  in  payment  thereof  the  acceptances  of  the    — " 

BTBIN 

respondents,  which  he  got  discounted  with  Mr.  Alexander  «. 

Allan,  Banker  in  Edinburgh,  whom  Messrs.  Sommervail  &  stewabt,  &c. 
Co.  had  represented  was  a  partner  of  their  house,  and  would 
discount  their  bills. 

But  in  March  1793,  Mr.  Allan  having  declined  to  dis- 
count these  bills  any  longer,  and  having  also  explained  that 
he  was  not  a  partner  in  the  house  of  James  Sommervail 
&  Co.,  the  appellant  resolved  to  put  an  end  to  the  contract 
on  his  part,  and  accordingly  refused  to  supply  the  respon- 
dents with  any  more  spirits,  whereupon  the  respondents 
raised  the  present  action  for  implement;  and  the  question 
was.  Whether  the  stipulation  of  bills  at  short  dates  given  in 
payment  of  the  whisky,  did  not  imply  discountable  bills,  or 
biUs  that  would  produce  at  once  money  in  the  market ;  and 
whether  the  appellant  was  entitled  to  resile  from  the  contract, 
on  the  respondents'  bills  becoming  not  discountable  at  the 
bank? 

The  appellant,  on  finding  the  bills  not  discountable  at  the 
bank,  wrote  the  respondents,  Messrs.  Sommervail  &  Co.,  as 
follows: — *'l^th  March  1793.     It  is  not  without  a  good  Mar.  14, 1793. 
"  deal  of  hesitation,  and  the  earnest  solicitation  of  many  of 
**  my  friends,  that  I  take  the  liberty  of  addressing  you  on  a 
**  subject  so  delicate  as  credit ;  I  trust,  however,  that  nu* 
merous  and  alarming  failures,  which  are  just  now  hap- 
pening in  every  part  of  the  country,  and  my  inability  to 
get  your  paper  discounted,  will  plead  ray  excuse.    Prc- 
*'  vious  to  signing  our  contract,  you  will  recollect,  that  I  called 
**  you  aside,  and  asked  you  who  were  your  partners.    I  am 
"  very  much  mistaken  if  you  did  not  then  inform  me,  that 
**  Mr.  Alexander  Allan  was  among  the  number,  and  I  have, 
**  of  course,  always  represented  him  to  be  so  when  I  applied 
**  for  getting  your  paper  discounted  through  any  other  chan- 
'*  nel.     I  have,  however,  been  a  good  deal  astonished  within 
''  these  few  days,  to  be  informed  that  Mr.  Allan  says  he  is 
**  not  concerned  with  your  house,  and  that  I  must  have 
*'  misunderstood  your  meaning.     I,  therefore,  beg  yon  wilt 
**  advise  me  how  the  matter  stands ;  for  if  he  is  not  concerned 
**  with  you,  it  will  be  impossible  for  me  to  command  cash  upon 
«<  your  paper;  but  I  trust  that,  considering  the  present  alarm- 
^*  ing  state  of  the  country,  you  will  have  no  objection,  either 
**  to  pay  me  ready  money,  as  the  spirits  are  delivered,  or  to 
**  find  me  such  security  as  can  command  it.     I  have  only  to 
*'  add,  that  I  hope  you  will  do  me  the  justice,  not  to  impute 
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1796-  "  this  request  to  any  improper  motive ;  for  I  assure  yoo, 
"  upon  mj  honour,  that  though  I  must  ultimately  be  a  very 
"  great  loser  by  our  bargain,  I  have  not  the  most  distant 
STEWART,  &c.«  wigh  or  inclination  to  allow  any  improper  obstacle  to  pre- 
"  vent  its  being  faithfully  fulfilled.  You  have  still  a  con- 
''  siderable  quantity  to  receive,  and  it  shall  be  delivered  to 
'*  you  as  soon  as  possible ;  but  I  trust  that  you  will  agree 
*^  with  me,  that  my  friends,  who,  from  the  credit  they  grant 
**  me,  must  be  interested  in  all  my  transactions,  have  a 
''  right  to  be  satisfied  with  the  security  as  well  as  myself.** 

In  answer  to  this  letter,  Mr.  Sommervail  wrote  the  fol- 
Mar.  18,1793. lowing: — " Leith,  18th March  1793,  Sir,  I  have  yours  of 
**  the  16th  current,  the  first  of  the  kind  I  ever  received. 
**  The  situation  of  my  company  is  not  such  that  they  can- 
'^  not  bring  money  or  security  for  the  remainder  of  the  con- 
'^  tract  with  you ;  so  that,  on  that  score,  you  may  keepyonr- 
*^  self  easy.  In  supposing  that  I  ever  mentioned  A.  Allan 
"  as  one  of  my  partners,  you  are  mistaken ;  the  only  persons 
''I  am  so  connected  with,  are  Mr.  Thomas  Gladstone  and 
*^  Mr.  A.  Allan's  nephew,  Mr.  Marr ;  with  these,  under  the 
'*  firm  of  James  Sommervail  and  Co.,  I  have  been  a  partner 
«<  about  four  years,  during  which  period  they  have  main- 
**  tained  credit  far  beyond  what  they  had  occasion  for.  I 
"  by  no  means  blame  you  in  being  cautious ;  were  it  generally 
<*  the  case,  such  large  failures  would  never  have  happened, 
*^  because  they  never  would  have  got  so  extensive  credits.** 

Relying  on  the  representation  this  letter  held  out,  that 
'*  money  or  security  for  the  remainder  of  the  contract," 
would  be  forthcoming,  the  appellant,  subsequent  to  these 
Mar.  23,1793.  letters,  delivered  an  invoice  of  spirits  to  the  amount  of 
£1500.  After  which  another  transaction  happened  with  re- 
spect to  a  parcel  of  these  spirits,  which,  as  it  is  material  for 
illustrating  the  meaning  of  the  parties*  shall  appear  from 
the  following  words  of  the  appellant's  condescendeoce, 
which  were  offered  to  be  established  by  proof,  had  the  Court 
below  allowed  it.  ^*  Condescendence,  articlel2th,  that  owingto 

the  pursuers  not  being  able  about  this  time  (March  1793), 

to  procure  cash  or  discountable  bills  to  the  defender  in 
'*  return  for  his  spirits,  no  spirits  were  delivered  to  them  for 
'<  some  weeks.  From  this  circumstance,  the  defendant  bad 
''  upon  hand  spirits  to  the  value  of  about  £1300  sterling* 
'^  ready  to  be  delivered ;  that  several  letters,  and  a  good 
"  deal  of  conversation,  took  place  between  the  parties  with 
*<  regard    to  these  spirits ;   and  that,  in  particalari  Mr* 
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"  Stewart  came  to  the  defender's  countiDg-house  at  Cannon-       1796. 

"  mills,  and  told  him,  in  the  presence  of  his  clerks,  that  he  ' 

"  was  in  perfect  safety  to  deKrer  over  the  spirits,  because       ®^"" 

**  cash  would  be  paid  for  what  was  at  present  to  be  taken  stbitabt,  &e. 

*«  away,  and  that  Mr.  Sonunervail  had  spoken  to  Mr.  Allan, 

"  who  would  now  discount  the  bills  for  the  remainder. 

"  13th,  That,  in  consequence  of  the  assurance,  the  defender 

''  did  deliver  to  the  pursuers  spirits  to  the  value  of  £400,  for 

**  which  he  received  Somervail  &  Co.'s  bill  at  four  months 

"  date,  which,  in  mercantile  transactions,  is  equivalent  to 

**  cash.    The  remainder  of  the  spirits,  (about  £1100  worth), 

"  were  laid  aside  in  a  cellar  vnthin  the  defender's  works ; 

**  that  he  received  for  the  spirits  so  laid  aside,  Sommervail 

*^  &  Co.'s  bills,  at  two  and  three  months,  under  a  positive 

"  and  explicit  assurance  that  Mr.  Allan  would  discount  them 

''  when  presented.    14th,  The  above  mentioned  transaction 

'*  was  not  finished  in   the  same  way  in  which  the  other 

**  transactions  betwixt  the   parties  had  been  finished,  be* 

<*  fore  the  difiSculty  of  discounting  the  bills  occurred.    In 

'*  every  transaction  before  that  time,  the  defender  handed 

<<  to  Mr.  Stewart,  or  to  Messrs.  Sommervail  &  Co.,  a  settled 

**  account,  in  which,  after  charging  them  with  the  spirits, 

**  he  gave  them  credit  for  their  acceptances,  as  so  much 

<*  Talue  received  from  them.     On  this  occasion,  no  such 

*^  account  was  handed  them,  nor  was  any  receipt  given  for 

**  the  biUs,  as  had  always  been  done  in  former  transactions, 

"  until  it  was  known  whether  the  bills  would  be  discounted 

**  by  Mr.  Allan  or  not" 

**  15th,  That  when  Mr.  James  Reid,  the  defender's  clerk, 
**  presented  the  bills  to  Mr.  Allan,  he  refused  to  discount 
**  them,  giving  as  his  reason,  that  he  was  exceedingly  dis- 
*'  satisfied  with  the  mode  in  which  Sommervail  &  Co.  were 
*^  doing  business,  and  that  they  had  extended  their  transac- 
**  tions  beyond  the  bounds  of  prudence,  adding  farther,  (a 
*^  circumstance  to  which  the  attention  of  your  Lordships  is 
^*  particularly  called),  that  he  had  not  been  able  to  procure 
*^  payment  of  some  of  the  bills  of  Sommervail  &  Co.,  which 
*^  he  had  discounted  to  the  defender,  in  any  other  way  than 
''by  taking  from  Sommervail  &  Go.  other  bills  in  lieu  of 
**  them." 

The  appellant  thereupon  wrote  the  respondents,  declin- 
ing their  acceptances  as  a  settlement  for  the  spirits,  on  the 
ground  that  he  could  not  get  them  discounted,  and  vnsh- 
ing  to  know  if  they  were  ready  to  comply  with  their  offer, 
''  either  to  give  cash,  or  find  satisfactory  security  that  would 
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179C.       '*  command  it/'  otherwise  he  would  be  under  the  disagree* 
able  necessity  of  dissolving  the  contract. 
To  this  letter  Messrs.  Sommervail  &  Co.  returned  for  an- 

STEWART,  &c.  swer, — **  Sir,  As  it  is  inconvenient  for  you  to  accept  our  bills 
"  for  the  balance  of  last  settlement  of  whisky,  we  shall,  on 
'•  or  before  this  day  week,  or  Thursday  following,  get  you 
**  cash,  or  such  security  as  will  entitle  you  to  it.  If  cash  is 
**  actually  wanted,  it  will  be  given  you;  and  if  not  given,  to 
**  dispose  of  the  whisky  on  our  account  to  best  advantage  for 
•'  money." 
Whereupon  the  appellant  was  under  the  necessity  of  an- 

Apr.  15,1793, Bwering  as  follows: — "  Tou  owe  me,  by  acceptances  now 
"  current,  £2237.  Ts.  9d.,  and  that  when  I  agreed  to  lay 
"  aside  the  last  parcel  (of  spirits)  for  you,  it  was  upon  tbe 
**  express  condition  of  your  either  paying  me  money,  upon 
*'  the  usual  discount,  or  finding  me  such  security  as  woold 
*'  command  it.  As,  however,  you  have  been  unable  either 
^'  to  do  the  one  or  the  other,  and  as  I  possibly  cannot  hold 
'^  the  goods  longer,  I  am  sorry  to  be  under  the  necessity 
^^  of  informing  you,  that  if  the  amount  is  not  paid  in  money 
*^  before  11  o'clock  to-morrow  forenoon,  I  shall  hold  our  con- 
''  tract  to  be  at  an  end,  and  will  immediately  dispose  of  the 
*'  spirits  on  my  own  account." 
In  reply  to  this,  the  appellant  received  for  answer : — "  llth 

Apr.  17, ^*  April  1798,     In  answer  to  yours  of  yesterday,  we  have 

**  consulted  our  man  of  business,  and  several  others,  npon 
**  the  propriety  of  your  insisting  on  cash  or  security  from 
''  us,  all  of  whom  decidedly  say,  you  have  no  right  whatever. 
**  We  are  determined  not  to  take  back  the  biUs  we  gave  jon, 
"  unless  it  suits  our  own  conveniency.  Yon  must  prove  that 
<'  we  are  not  in  good  credit  ere  you  can  insist  on  secoritj. 
'*  Were  you  but  commonly  polite,  in  a  few  days  we  might 
"  pay  you  ci^sh,  but  your  behaviour  merits  no  favour.  If  law 
"  is  your  recourse,  we  are  prepared  for  you.— We  are,"  &c. 
The  action  was  brought  before  the  sheriff,  who,  having 
found  that  the  appellant  was  bound  to  implement  his  con- 
tract, an  advocation  was  brought,  in  which  the  Lord  Ordi- 

Jan.  14, 1794. «  nary  found,  Ist,  "  That  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  be- 
'<  tween  the  said  John  Stein  and  Thomas  Stewart,  the 
**  spirits  furnished  by  the  said  John  Stein  were  declared  to 
^^  be  payable  by  the  acceptance  of  the  said  Thomas  Stewart* 
<'  2d.  That  by  the  letter  of  guarantee,  granted  by  the  pw- 
"  suers,  Messrs.  Sommervail  &  Co.  they  became  bound  that 
*^  the  said  contract  should  be  duly  implemented  in  all  re- 
"  epects  by  the  said  Thomas  Stewart,  and  to  see  whatever 
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"acceptances  he  maj  grant  on  this  account  paid  in  the       ^796. 

"same  regular  manner  as  if  we   were  actually  bound  in    

*^  them  ourselves.    3d.  That  such  being  the  terms  of  the       ^^""' 
"  contract,  the  defender  was  not  entitled  to  insist  that  thesTswARr,  &c. 
**  pursuers  should  enable  him  to  discount  the  said  accept- 
*'  anceSy  or  to  raise  cash  on  them,  before  the  term  of  pay- 
**  ment.     Therefore,  finds,  4th,  That  the  contract  must  be 
''held  to  have  been  a  subsisting  contract  down  till  the 
'^  period  when  the  additional  duty  on  spirits  impoRed  in  last 
''session  of   Parliament  took  place;   and,  before  further 
"answer,  appoints  the  pursuers,  within  ten  days,  to  give 
"  in  a  precise  state  of  their  claims  against  the  defender  upon 
"  the  footing  of  this  interlocutor."    On  representation,  the 
Lord  Ordinary  adhered :  And,  on  reclaiming  petition  to  the  jan.  31, 1794. 
Court,  they  adhered  (21st  Feb.  1794).     And,  on  second  pe- 
tition, they  ordered  the  appellant  to  give,  before  answer,  a 

condescendence,  '*  stating  the  special  facts  he  offers  to  prove  May  14, 

**  in  support  of  the  pleas  maintained  by  him,  and  the  mode 
*'  of  proof  proposed  for  establishing  the  same." 

A  condescendence  was  accordingly  given  in  ;  and  besides 
the  articles  above  quoted,  the  appellant  also  offered,  in  this 
condescendence,  to  prove  the  understanding  and  custom  of 
merchants  as  authorizing  a  dealer  to  withhold  delivery  of 
the  goods  agreed  to  be  sold  on  credit,  if  the  credit  of  the 
purchaser  is  suspected,  or  the  bills  cease  to  be  marketable. 

The  Court,  of  this  date,  only  allowed  a  proof  of  this  conde-  June  12, 

scendence,  in  so  far  as  it  alleged  that  it  was  stated  by  the 
Messrs.  Sommervail  &  Co.  that  Mr.  Allan  was  a  partner 
in  that  concern.  The  contract  of  copartnery  was  produced. 
The  appellant  then  craved  to  be  allowed  to  prove  their  whole 
statements  in  their  condescendence,  but  their  Lordships  re« 

fused  the  desire  of  the  petition,  and  adhered  to  their  former  Nov.  27, 

interlocutor ;  thereafter  the  appellant  put  in  another  peti* 

tion,  the  Court  renewed  the  term  for  proving,  and  jwoad  Dec.  11, 

ultra,  adhered.    They  afterwards  "  circuroduced  the  term 
**  against  the  defender,  for  proving,  in  terms  of  the  inter-  May  27, 1795. 
"  locutors  of  12th  June  and  11th  December."    x\nd,  of  this 
date: — **  The  Lords  having  resumed  consideration  of  the  May  28, — 
"  cause,   with  the  whole  former  proceedings  held  therein, 
'*  they  of  new  adhere  to  their  interlocutor  of  date  21st  Fe- 
"  bruary  1794,  adhering  to  the  Lord  Ordinary's  interlocutor 
"  of  date  31st  January  1794,  and  remit  to  his  Lordship  to 
"  proceed  accordingly,  and  do  further  as  he  shall  see  just." 
Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 
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1796.  Pleaded  Jor  the  Appellant. — The  bills  of  merchaDts  of 
•*■"—-  good  credit  are  a  marketable  commodity.  A  banker  hu  a 
sTBiK  certain  profit  in  buying  them  with  ready  money ;  and  the 
8TBWABT  &c.  privilegOB  conferred  upon  them  by  law,  which  render  them 
transferable  to  the  purchaser,  free  of  all  embargo,  rendeiB 
this  traffic  in  the  purchase  of  bills  among  the  least  hu< 
ardous  of  commercial  dealings.  When,  therefore,  the  ap- 
pellant stipulated  for  bills  at  short  dates  from  the  respond- 
ents for  his  goods,  instead  of  leaving  the  price  standing 
upon  an  open  account,  he  must  be  understood  to  have  sti- 
pulated for  a  security  convertible  into  cash  upon  carrjiog 
them  to  the  proper  market.  But  it  is  allowed,  that  when  the 
appellant  withheld  his  goods,  and  demanded  cash,  or  addi- 
tional credit,  to  render  the  bills  of  the  respondents  market- 
able, no  cash  could  be  obtained  for  the  bills,  upon  the  se- 
curity of  the  respondents,  from  any  banker  in  Edinbnigh. 
There  was  here,  therefore,  a  failure  of  performance  of  a 
mutual  contract,  according  to  the  true  meaning  and  intent 
thereof,  on  the  part  of  the  respondents,  and,  according  to  the 
general  rules  of  law,  the  appellant  was  entitled  to  refue 
implement  on  his  part. 

It  is  evident  from  the  tenor  of  the  correspondence  between 
the  parties,  from  the  14th  March  to  the  17th  April  1793,  when 
the  respondents  had  recourse  to  the  opinion  of  a  solicitor  or 
attorney,  that  they,  as  well  as  the  appellant,  understood 
perfectly  that  the  appellant  was  justly  entitled  to  hare,  in 
return  for  his  goods,  cash,  or  bills  saleable  at  market ;  and 
it  cannot  be  questioned  but  that  the  respondents,  had  thej 
felt  a  doubt  on  this  point,  would  have  availed  themselves  of 
it  in  their  letters  to  the  appellant,  as  these  letters  both 
prove  that  they  were  offended  at  the  implied  suspicioni 
against  their  credit,  and  were  under  considerable  diffical^ 
how  to  manage  the  negotiation  successfully.  This  condnet, 
therefore,  upon  the  part  of  the  respondents,  demonstrates 
either  that  they  understood  the  true  meaning  of  their  eon- 
tract  with  the  appellant  to  import  an  obligation  on  tbeir 
part,  to  find  him  marketable  bills,  or  that  it  was.  their  be- 
lief, as  merchants,  that,  according  to  the  custom  of  trade, 
the  appellant  was  entitled  to  the  demand  he  mada  In 
either  case,  it  is  plain  this  afibrds  a  strong  ground  to  justify 
the  proposition  maintained  by  the  appellant,  that,  by  the 
meaning  of  the  contract,  and  by  the  custom  of  merchants^ 
he  was  entitled  to  marketable  bills  for  his  goods,  and  wben 
such  bills  were  no  longer  delivered,  he  was  of  coarse  free 
from  the  contract. 
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Even  independent  of  the  express  stipulation  for  bills       1790. 
of  short  or  discountable  dates,  it  is  a  role  of  practice  - 

among  merchants,  and  a  role  which  the  Court  below  seemed       stbin 

mm 

to  recognize,  at  least  in  the  opinion  of  the  judges,  that  ^^^^^^^^  ^c. 
no  dealer  is  bound  to  fulfil  an  agreement  to  deliver  goods 
to  another  dealer  on  credit,  if  circumstances  occur  that 
are  sufficient  to  justify  a  suspicion  of  the  credit  of  the  mer- 
chant purchaser  at  the  time.  Now,  it  is  thought,  there 
could  not  be  a  better  criterion  of  a  merchant's  credit 
being  impaired  than  that  the  bankers,  who  are  constantly  in 
use  to  discount  his  bills,  and  in  the  knowledge  of  his  deal- 
ings, refuse  to  discount  them  any  longer,  and  that  not  be- 
cause their  own  situation  might  render  it  inconyenient  for 
them  to  discount  bills  at  all,  but  because  the  purchaser  had 
acted  discreditably  in  not  retiring  with  cash  certain  of  his 
bilb  which  they  had  recently  discounted,  but  had  sought  for 
a  deUy  of  payment,  and  renewal  of  the  bills ;  and  if  the 
banker  who  thus  refused  to  discount  the  bills  was,  or  had 
recendy  been  connected  with  the  purchaser  in  business,  it 
is  conceived  the  seller  was  justified  in  entertaining  the  most 
serious  alarm  as  to  the  credit  of  the  purchaser,  and  in  with- 
holding his  goods,  unless  his  fears  were  removed  by  addi« 
tional  security.  The  appellant  has  invariably  offered  to 
prove,  by  the  most  unexceptionable  witnesses,  that  previous 
to  his  applying  to  the  respondents  for  further  security,  Mr. 
Allan,  whose  interests  with  the  respondents'  house  has  been 
pointed  out,  refused  to  discount  their  bills,  on  account  of 
their  not  having  retired  their  bills  formerly  discounted,  other- 
wise than  by  renewal ;  and  that  no  other  banking  house  in 
Edinburgh  would  discount  them  at  that  period,  without 
additional  security.  It  is  contended,  therefore,  that  the 
appellant  was  entitled  to  withhold  his  goods,  for  which  he 
could  command  cash  otherwise. 

Taking,  therefore,  the  whole  circumstances  into  consider- 
ation— the  fact,  that  it  was  believed  among  mercantile  peo- 
ple, that  Mr.  Allan  was  a  partner  in  .the  respondents' 
concern :  Also,  that  the  appellant  was  distinctly  made  to 
understand  this  from  Sonmiervail  &  Co.  themselves  when 
asked  the  question,  (both  of  which  facts  the  Court  below 
erroneously  refused  a  proof,  although  material  and  relevant 
to  the  question  at  issue).  Also,  taking  into  consideration 
the  fact  now  proved  by  their  contract  of  copartnery,  that, 
in  point  of  fact,  Mr.  Allan  was  a  partner  of  that  house  down 
to  the  month  of  October  1791,  when  he  transferred  bis  in- 
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1796.       terest  to  his  nephew,  it  is  demonstrable  that  the  appellant 

-^ • must  have  entered  into  the  bargain  under  the  sole  belief 

8TBIV       that  Mr.  Allan  was  a  partner.     And  whether  this  belief  was 

mm 

STEWART  &e.  i*ight  or  wrong,  it  is  clear  that  the  proof  offered  that  Meflsrs. 
Sommervail  had  held  him  out  as  still  a  partner,  ought  to 
have  been  allowed;  because  it  was  on  the  faith  of  this 
fact  that  he  entered  into  the  bargain.  Still,  from  the 
evidence  of  the  facts  already  in  process,  the  appellant  hopes 
that  there  are  sufficient  grounds  for  reversing  the  judgment 
appealed  from. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — The  appellant  had  no  right, 
during  the  currency  of  the  agreement  between  him  and  the 
respondents,  to  alter  the  nature  of  that  agreement,  by  de- 
manding cash  or  security,  when  bills  only  were  stipulated. 
He  has  not  stated  any  relevant  facts  or  circumstances  suffi- 
cient to  make  his  case  an  exception  to  the  general  role  of 
law,  or  at  least  of  the  only  facts  which  had  any  colour  of 
relevancy.  The  appellant  stipulated  only  for  bills,  not  for 
bills  that  should  always  be  discountable.  Bills  are  discount- 
able or  not  just  as  the  bankers  chance  to  find  it  convenient 
to  buy  bills ;  and  at  this  time  bankers  found  it  necessary  to 
contract  their  dealings;  but  it  would  be  an  extreme  hardship 
to  allow,  on  this  account,  the  appellant  to  change  the  na- 
ture of  the  bargain  from  payments  by  their  bills,  to  payments 
in  cash,  or  additional  security. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  several  interlocutors  of 
the  Lords  of  Session  of  the  21st  of  Febrnary,  27th  No- 
vember, and  11th  December  1794,  and  15th,  27th,  and 
28th  of  May  1795,  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  re- 
versed :  And  it  is  farther  ordered  that  the  cause  be 
remitted  back  to  the  Court  of  Session  to  allow  a  proof 
to  the  appellant  in  terms  of  the  interlocutor  of  the  12th 
June  1794  ;  and  also  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  conde- 
scendence  given  into  the  Court  by  the  appellant,  re- 
ferred to  in  the  interlocutor  of  the  27th  November  1794, 
as  hereby  altered  and  restricted,  if  the  same  shall  not  be 
admitted  by  the  respondents ;  viz.  of  that  part  of  article 
first,  which  states  that  Mr.  Allan  had  made  large  ad- 
vances to  James  Sommervail  &  Co.,  for  which  he  took 
more  than  five  per  centum  of  interest  or  profit ;  of  that 
part  of  article  3,  which  states  that  Mr.  SommervaiL 
previous  to  the  contract  in  April  1792,  told  Mr.  Mai- 
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colm  Brown,  the  defender's  rider,  that  Mr.  Allan  was       1796. 

his  partner ;  and  that  Mr.  Allan  had  sent  his  nephew,    

Mr.  Marr,  to  the  house  of  Sommenrail  &  Co.  with  a       '"'" 
view  to  succeed  him;  that  Mr.  Sommervail  was  ox-stswart,  &c. 
tremely  jealous  of  this,  and  meant  to  keep  Mr.  Marr  in 
the  dark  as  to  his  business,  lest  Mr.  Marr's  knowledge, 
and  Mr.  Allan's  money,  might  give  them  too  great  an 
ascendency  in  the  house ;  of  the  whole  of  article  8 ; — of 
article  9,  in  as  far  as  it  states,  that  Mr.  Sommervail 
assured  the  appellent  that  he  might  always  depend 
upon  Mr.  Allan  discounting  the  bills  of  his  company,  or 
otherways  they  would  pay  cash ;    that  the  appellant 
proposed  to  insert  a  clause  in  the  missive  to  this  effect, 
and  Mr.  Sommervail  assured  him  that  such  a  clause  was 
totally  unnecessary ;   of  the  whole  of  articles  10  and 
11 ; — of  that  part  of  article  12,  which  states  that  the  ap- 
pellant had  upon  hand  spirits  to  the  value  of  above 
£1500,  ready  to  be  delivered ;  that  several  letters,  and 
a  good  deal  of  conversation  took  place  between  the 
parties  with  regard  to  these  spirits ;  and  that,  in  par- 
ticular, Mr.  Stewart  came  to  the  appellant's  counting- 
house  at  Cannonmills,  and  told  him  in  the  presence  of 
his  clerks,  that  he  was  in  perfect  safety  to  deliver  the 
spirits,  because  cash  would  be  paid  for  what  was  then 
to  bo  taken  away,  and  that  Mr.  Sommervail  had  spoken 
to  Mr.  Allan,  who  would  now  discount  the  bills  for  the 
remainder ;  and  of  the  whole  of  articles  13, 14, 15,  16, 
17,  18,  19,  21,  22,  and  26 :  And  it  is  also  ordered,  that 
the  Court  do  also  allow  a  conjunct  proof  to  the  respond- 
ents of  all  relevant  facts  and  circumstances :  And  it  is 
further  ordered,  that  on  such  proofs  being  taken,  the 
Court  of  Session  do  review  the  interlocutors  of  the 
Lord  Ordinary  of  the  14th  and  31st  January  1794,  and 
pronounce  such  decree  as  shall  be  just,  upon  the  whole 
matter  in  question  :  And  it  is  also  further  ordered,  that 
the  said  Court  do  give  all  necessary  and  proper  direc- 
tions for  carrying  this  judgment  into  execution. 

For  Appellant,  Sir  John  Scott,    W.  Adam. 

For  Respondents,    W.  Grants  Matthew  Ross,   C.  Hope, 

Note. — Professor  Bell  notices  the  decision  in  the  Court  of  Sessioo, 
(Principles,  §  )05 ;  and  lUufitrations,  p.  106),  without  observing 
that  the  case  was  reversed  in  the  House  of  Lords. 
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1796. 


ii*LBAM,  &c.  Helen  M'Lban,  formerly  Helen  Cameroo,  ' 
cAXBBoir.        Daughter  of  the  deceased  John  Cam. 

eron  of  CoUart,  now  wife  of  Lieutenant 
Colin  M'Lean  of  the  79th  Uegiment,  and 
the  said  Colin  M'Lean,  for  his  interest, 


Appellanis  ; 


EwAN  Cameron  of  Fassifern,  .  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  27th  April  1796. 

Lease — Singular  Successor — Act  1449. — ^Held,  that  a  lease  not 
completed  in  point  of  form,  and  on  which  no  possession  followed, 
was  not  good  against  a  purchaser  of  the  estate. 

The    appellant's    grandfather,    Allan   Cameron,   haTing 
1745.       joined  in  the  rebellion  of  1745,  his  estates  were  forfeited  to 
the  crown. 

The  policy  of  the  gOTornment  was  to  make  these  forfei- 
tures fall  as  lightly  as  possible  upon  the  descendants  of  the 
forfeited  person,  who  had  had  no  part  or  participation  in  the 
rebellion;  and,  accordingly,  several  acts  were  passed,  permit- 
ting their  children  to  redeem  the  estates  under  certain  con- 
ditions. 
1776.  In  1776,  the  Commissioners  for  the  annexed  estates, 

granted  a  lease  of  the  Mains  of  Collart,  for  forty-one  yean, 
to  John  Cameron,  the  oldest  son  of  the  forfeited  person, 
and  his  spouse,  *^  for  her  liferent  use  allenarly,  during  all 
**  the  days  of  her  lifetime,  after  his  decease." 

The  said  John  Cameron  had  then  only  two  daughters, 
Janet,  and  Helen  the  appellant. 
March  3,  and  Of  these  dates,  the  Commissioners  granted  a  lease  to  the 
7  *  ' ' '  •  widow  of  the  forfeited  person,  and  the  mother  of  the  aboTe 
John  Cameron,  of  the  lands  of  Lecht  and  Branahan,  being 
parts  of  the  forfeited  estate  of  Collart,  for  a  rent  of  £9. 3s. 
lOd.     She  afterwards  assigned  this  lease  to  her  son. 

The  said  Helen  Stewart,  widow  of  the  forfeited  person, 
applied  to  the  Government  Commissioners  for  a  new  lease, 
stating  that  it  would  be  for  the  interest  of  tho  family  that 
a  new  lease  be  granted,  in  lieu  of  the  former  to  herself,  sod 
failing  of  her,  to  Helen  Cameron  (the  appellant)  and  her 
heirs.  The  petition  prayed  for  a  now  lease,  accordiDglj, 
"  an  her  renouncing  her  said  liferent  lease/'  In  answer  to 
this  petition,  the  Goyernment  Board,  by  their  minute,  de- 
Jane  1781.  clared  that,  **  The  Board  proposed  to  grant  the  lease  prajed 
<<  for,  on  the  usual  conditions." 
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No  formal  lease,  however,  was  executed.  1796. 

Afterwards,  and  by  the  act  24  Geo.  III.  c.  57,  (1784)  John 


Cameron,  as  heir  of  his  attainted  father,  acquired  the  pro-  ^"^^^^^  ^^' 
perty  of  the  estate  of  Collart,  hardened,  of  course,  with  the    cambroit. 
debt  theron,  and  the  leases  granted  by  the  Board. 

In  1787  John  Cameron  made  a  will,  whereby  he  left  to  1737. 
his  daughters  £1000  each  ;  the  sum  of  £1000  to  his  daugh* 
ter  Helen,  being  bequeathed  to  her  in  lieu  of  the  right  she 
has  to  the  tack  of  Lecht.  Soon  thereafter,  and  in  December 
1787,  on  the  marriage  of  the  appellant,  he  executed  a  bond 
for  £1000  in  her  favour.  The  sum  under  this  bond  was 
paid  by  John  Cameron ;  but  the  discharge  did  not  make  the 
smallest  allusion  to  the  lease  to  which  she  had  right,  and 
in  lieu  of  which  the  £1000  was  paid.  In  December  1787, 
he  sold  the  estate  to  the  respondent  for  £7600. 

John  Cameron  executed  various  deeds  thereafter,  the 
last  of  which  conveyed  the  estate  to  his  brothers  german  jan.  8, 1789. 
for  certain  purposes,  and  to  pay  additional  sums  to  his  two 
daughters,  "  declaring  that  these  provisions  are  granted  to 
"  them  respectively,  in  lieu  of  such  tacks,  and  no  otherwise." 
Mr.  Cameron  died  in  the  year  following,  and  soon  thereafter 
the  appellant  gave  intimation,  before  paying  the  purchase 
money,  that  she  meant  to  claim  her  rights,  under  the  lease 
granted  to  her  by  the  government  commissioners.  Upon 
which  the  respondent  brought  the  present  action  of  declara- 
tor and  multiplepoinding,  as  to  the  price.  Helen  Stewart 
had  renounced  her  liferent  interest  in  the  lease. 

After  various  procedure,  the  Lord  Ordinary  pronounced 
a  special  interlocutor,  adhering  to  his  former  interlocutor, 
in  favour  of  the  appellants. 

But,  on  petition  to  the  whole  Lords,  the  Court  pro- Feb.  1,1793. 
nounced  this  interlocutor,  *^  They  alter  the  interlocutor  re- 
"  claimed  against ;  find  that  the  appellants  have  no  right  to 
'*  the  tack  in  question,  in  competition  with  the  petitioner 
*'  (respondent),  a  singular  successor.  Remit  to  Lord  Craig, 
"  in  place  of  Lord  Hailes,  to  proceed  accordingly,  and  to  do 
"  as  he  shall  see  just.""' 

Thereafter  the  Lord  Ordinary  assoilzied  the  respondent,  Jane  l,  1793. 
in  terms  of  the  above  interlocutor  of  the  Court. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants. — 1.  It  is  manifest  that  the 
petition  addressed  to  the  Commissioners  of  the  forfeited 
estates  in  1781,  was  presented  not  only  in  the  name,  but 
with  the  privity  and  concurrence  of  Mrs.  Helen  Stewart,  and 
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1796.       that  any  denial  of  that  fact  by  her  subsequent  to  the  coid- 
■  mencement  of  the  cause,  ought  not  to  have  been  receiyed  in 

M'LKAK,  &c.  evidence.  Besides,  the  condescendence  proves  that  Mrs. 
CAMBBON.  Stewart  had,  defacto^  passed  from  the  prior  leaso  for  her 
life,  and  virasin  possession  under  the  new  grant,  1781,  and  that 
she  so  considered  herself.  Thus,  having  an  interest  clothed 
with  possession,  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  how  the  statute 
1449,  is  brought  to  bear  at  all  upon  the .  present  case;  the 
only  purpose  of  that  statute  being  to  protect  persons  who 
held  leases  for  ter.ms  of  years,  in  the  enjoyment  of  thote 
terms,  notwithstanding  any  subsequent  disposition  of  the 
land  by  the  proprietor.  2d.  The  leases  so  granted  by  the 
Commissioners  in  June  1781,  can  never  be  said  to  have 
merged  in  the  subsequent  restoration  of  the  property  of  the 
estate,  to  the  heir  of  the  forfeited  person,  the  legislature 
having,  by  an  express  clause,  declared,  that  the  general  pro- 
visions of  that  act  should  not  affect  their  validity,  whether 
they  amounted  to  regular  complete  leases  by  formal  deed^, 
or  whether  they  stand  only  upon  minutes  and  resolutions  of 
the  board.  3d.  That  resolution  of  the  Board  conveys  to 
the  appellant  a  complete  title  to  the  possession  of  the  lands 
of  Lecht,  &c.,  after  her  grandmother's  death ;  a  title  which 
was  as  independent  of  John  Cameron,  her  father,  as  if  it  had 
been  granted  out  of  any  other  forfeited  estate,  and  therefore, 
as  she  never  renounced  her  interest  in  the  lease,  she  is  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  the  same,  against  a  singular  suc- 
cessor. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent — 1.  The  appellants'  preten- 
sions are  founded  upon  an  obvious  misconstruction  of  the 
words  of  the  statute  1784.  It  declares  and  enacts  nothing 
more,  than  that  the  validity  of  feus  and  leases,  which  have 
been  entered  into  in  the  manner  stated  in  the  recital,  (that 
is,  which  have  not  been  formally  completed,  but  stand  upon 
minutes  and  resolutions  of  the  Board,  though  possession 
shall  have  followed),  shall  not  be  affected  by  anything  in 
the  act.  The  intention  was  to  support  agreements  com- 
plete in  substance,  though  not  in  form  ;  but  it  is  as  much 
against  the  words  as  the  spirit  of  the  act,  to  represent  as 
bestowing  on  a  transaction  like  this,  merely  inchoated,  but 
not  completed  or  acted  upon,  the  efficacy  of  a  formal  and 
concluded  agreement.  The  petition  to  the  Commissionen 
prayed  for  a  new  lease  to  Mrs.  Cameron,  on  her  renouncing 
the  one  she  then  heldy  and  upon  t/ie  conditions  therein  speei- 
Jiedy    on    which,   the  Commissioners    proposed    to    grant 
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the  new  leaso,  on  tho  usual  conditions.     To  call  this  an        179c. 
agreement  bona  fide,  binding  on  the  parties,  is  perfectly  ab- 


surd.    There  can  be  no  binding  agreement  where  the  par-   m'leah,  &c, 

ties  are  at  yariance, — the  condition  of  renouncing  the  former     cameron. 

lease  was  never  fulfilled.     The  minute  was  not  obligatory 

on  the  Commissioners,  nor  was  there  ever  any  obligation  on 

Mrs.  Stewart  to  renounce  the  former  lease.     2d.  But  after 

the  absolute  restoration  of  the  property  of  the  estate  to  the 

same  family,  the  minute  was  not  obligatory,  even  in  equity. 

What  the  Commissioners  proposed  to  do,  was  an  act  of 

favour  towards  the  forfeited    person's    family,    and    the 

object  of  the  Commissioners  in  granting  tho  leases,  was 

to    promote    improvement,    and    to    prevent  tho  estates 

from    getting    out    of   cultivation.     3d.   But    even    if   a 

formal  lease  had  been  made  out,  and  executed   by   the. 

Commissioners,  the  appellant's  right  therein  was  merely  in 

tho  character  of   a  provision   provided  for  a   portionless 

daughter.     She    could  not  have  claimed  the  possession 

in  a  question  with  her  father  or  his  trustees,  and  least  of  all 

in  a  question  with  the  purchaser  of  the  lands.     Moreover, 

the  petition  for  the  new  lease  prayed  for  a  lease  to  Mrs. 

Cameron  herself,  "  whom  failing,  to  her  granddaughter" 

only.    But,  as  Mrs.  Helen  Stewart  or  Cameron  was  alive 

until  after  the  purchase,   the  appellants'  right    did  not 

emerge  until  after  the  respondent  had  acquired  right.     4. 

Even  if  these  proceedings  were  otherwise  regular,  they 

could  not  affect  the  right  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser.     Leases 

are  merely  personal  rights,  and  are  only  made  real  and 

available  against  purchasers,  or  singular  sucessors,  by  the 

statute  1449;  but  it  is  laid  down  by  every  lawyer  that  they 

cannot  have  this  effect  without  their  being  clothed  with 

actual  possession.    Here  no  such  possession  ever  followed, 

and  old  Mrs.  Cameron's  possession  could  only  be  imputed 

to  her  former  lease,  which  was  never  renounced. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  W,  Grant,  Jas.  Allen  Park. 
For  Respondent,  B.  Dundas^  Wm,  TaiL 
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1796. 


"■"■""■^    Lieutenant  Jab.  Fyfe,  in  Edinglassie,  andj 
FTFB,  &c.         Archibald  Young,  Procurator  Fiscal  of >-  AppeUanU ; 
ooBDoir,  &c«       Banff, ) 

Maroarbt  Williamson,  Wife  of  James  Gor-^ 

don,  in  fiaugh  of  Edinglassie,  and  the?-  RespondenU. 
said  James  Gordon,  for  his  interest,        ) 

House  of  Lords,  10th  March  1796. 

Reduction  of  Will — ^Fbaud  and  Circumtbntion — ^Damages  fob 
Wrongous  Imprisonment. — A  party  had  made  two  aeveial 
wills,  leaying  to  his  relations  his  whole  fortune,  upwards  of  £9000. 
Six  days  before  his  death,  and  while  in  extremUf  laeutenant  Fyk 

«  a  mere  stranger  to  him  in  hlood,  employed  a  notaiy  to  come  to 
Fyfe's  house,  to  write  out  a  will  in  his  ferour.  They  then  went 
to  the  house  of  the  deceased,  and  got  it  executed.  Mr.  Fyfe  pio- 
curing  the  former  will,  and  huming  it  without  any  instmctiaDS 
from  the  deceased.  Held,  the  will  reducible,  and  reduced  aoooi^ 
dingly.  The  sister  of  the  deceased,  along  with  her  husband,  haThf 
resisted  Fyfe's  attempt  to  get  delireiy  of  the  papers  and  repoa- 
tories,  in  consequence  of  which  a  warrant  of  the  Sheriff  was  ob- 
tained, and  an  officer  with  a  party  of  soldiers  appeared,  and 
dragged  off  her  husband  to  prison.  Held,  the  impiisQimieot 
illegal,  and  damages  awarded  in  consequence. 

This  was  a  reduction  of  a  will,  raised  at  the  instance  of 
the  respondent,  Margaret  Williamson  and  husband,  against 
the  appellant,  on  the  following  grounds:—^!.  ^' That  Ae 
^*  wiU  of  her  deceased  brother,  Alexander  Williamson,  con- 
*^  tained  a  destination  of  leases  belonging  to  him,  which 
'<  being  heritable  subjects,  could  not  be  disponed  of  by  a 
'^  testament.     2,  That  the  foresaid  will  was  improperly 
'<  elicited,  and  impetrated  by  the  appellant|  James  Fyfe. 
*'  through  gross  fraud  and  circumvention  on  bis  part,  and 
"  at  a  time  when  the  grantor,  the  said  Alexander  William- 
*^  son,  was  incapable  of  attending  to  his  own  affiurs."    & 
^*  That  Mr.  Fyfe  took  away  a  prior  will,  which  settled  Mr. 
**  Williamson's  fortune  among  his  relations  and  friends ;  and, 
'^  under  pretence  of  getting  it  subscribed  on  stamped  paper, 
*^  Mr.  Fyfe  did  fraudulently  cause  it  to  be  made  out  at  hk 
*^  own  house,  totally  different,  and  devised  for  his,  the  de- 
*^  fender's  own  ends,  nominating  him  sole   executor  and 
^*  manager  of  the  deceased's  affairs." 
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After  the  death  of  Alexander  WilliamsoD,  the  appellant        1796. 
having  applied  to  the  Sheriff  for  warrant  to  lock  up  and  ■ 

seal  the  deceaaed'e  papers  and  repositories;  this  was  re-  rTFB,&c. 
sifited  by  the  respondents,  whereupon  he  applied  again  to  oobdom,  &c. 
the  Sheriff,  with  concnrrence  of  the  Procurator  Fiscal,  to 
search  for,  and  take  possession  of  the  papers  and  writings 
mentioned  in  an  inventory  produced,  whereupon  the  Sheriff 
granted  warrant  to  officers  of  the  Court  to  search  the  house 
and  repositories  of  the  said  James  Gordon  and  Margaret 
Williamson^  for  the  writings  mentioned,  and  granted  war- 
rant to  apprehend  both  these  parties,  to  appear  before  him 
for  examination  under  this  warrant.  An  officer,  with  a 
party  of  soldiers,  apprehended  Gordon,  and  imprisoned 
him.  Under  the  Sheriff's  interlocutor,  they  were  also  d^c.  23, 1791 
assessed  in  £15  damages,  and  in  a  fine  of  £50.  Gordon 
was  only  enlarged  from  prison  on  a  bill  of  suspension, 
wherein  the  Lord  Ordinary  found  the  procedure  irregular, 
and  the  fine  imposed  exorbitant- 

In  consequence  of  these  proceedings,  a  summons  of  re- 
daction was  also  raised,  containing  separate  conclusions  for 
damages,  on  account  of  this  illegal  procedure  and  imprison- 
ment, and  also  a  conclusion  for  reducing  the  decreet  and 
warrant  of  the  Sheriff  of  Banffshire. 

The  appellant  was  a  total  stranger  to  the  deceased  in 
blood.  The  respondent  was  the  deceased's  sister,  in  favour 
of  whom  and  her  mother,  a  former  will  had  been  executed. 

A  proof  being  ordered  and  led,  it  was  proved  as  to  the 
execution  of  the  will,  that  the  appellant  Fyfe  had  sent  for 
the  notary  who  drew  out  the  will,  to  his  own  house,  where 
be  dined,  and  where  he  got  particular  instructions  from 
Fyfe.  He  was  ordered  to  bring  -stamp  paper  with  him, 
which  he  did  accordingly;  and  he  was  informed  that  Mr. 
Williamson  wished  a  settlement  made,  and  that  he  (Fyfe) 
was  to  be  his  executor.  That  after  dining  together,  he  pro- 
ceeded to  Mr.  Williamson'^s  house,  where  he  found  Mr. 
Williamson  lying  in  bed.     That  the  former  settlement  made  ^ 

by  Mr.  Williamson  was  produced,  which  he  read  over,  after 
which,  he  began  a  scroll  of  a  new  settlement  ''  Every  clause, 
**  as  the  deponent  wrote  it,  was  read  over  by  Mr.  Fyfe^  who 
*<  made  observations  and  alterations  as  I  went  on."  That  after 
this  was  done,  he  transcribed  it  on  stamp,  and  this  he  did 
at  Mr.  Fyfe's  house,  partly  that  night,  and  partly  next  day. 
Tlult  Mr.  Fyfe  and  he  returned  next  day  to  Mr.  Williamson's 
house,  and  found  Mr.  Williamson  in  bed.    That  he  read  over 
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1796.       *^®  ^^^^  *^  ^^™-     "^^^^  there  were  no  persong  then  present, 
except  Mr.  Fyfe.     That  after  it  was  read,  James  Malcolm 


FTFE,  &c.    came  in  to  witness  it.    That  Mr.  Williamson  called  for  some 
'^*  o      person  to  assist  him  to  ^et  up  and  sit  in  bed  to  sign  the  wilL 

GORDON,  &C.     ^  ,.  «x,  TTT. 11.  .  J        1^ 

James  Malcolm  did  so.  Whereupon  Wilhamson  signed  the 
will,  in  presence  of  th%  deponent  and  James  Malcolm  as 
witnesses.  '*  That,  to  the  best  of  his  recollection,  he  is  certam 
^^  there  was  one  marginal  note  on  the  will,  and  no  more.  And 
being  desired  to  look  at  the  will,  and  asked  how  manj  mar- 
ginal notes  appear  upon  it  now  ?"  "  Depones,  he  obsenres  two 
*'  upon  the  second  page,  and  the  undermost  of  the  two  is  the 
*'  one  he  recollects,  and  which  is  in  his  hand-writing.  Depo 
^^  that  after  the  new  will  was  executed,  the  former  one 
^^  burned  in  his  presence  by  Mr.  Fjfe.  He  did  not  hear  A£r. 
*'  Williamson  instruct  Mr.  Fyfe  to  bum  it.  That  the  upper- 
*'  most  of  the  two  marginal  notes  is  in  the  deponent's  hand- 
''  writing,  and  which  he  wrote  at  Mr.  Fyfe's  house,  before  he 
'^  went  to  Mr  Williamson's  house.  That  at  the  time 
^^  the  will  was  executed,  Mr.  Williamson  appeared  to  be  of 
"  sound  judgment,  and  perfectly  collected."  Malcolm,  the 
other  instrumentary  witness,  swore  he  was  sent  for  by  Mr. 
Fyfe.  That  he  knew  not  what  was  in  the  deed,  and  it  was 
not  read  over  to  Mr.  Williamson  in  his  presence.  He  was  so 
weak  in  body  as  to  be  unable  to  rise  out  of  bed. 

In  regard  to  the  illegal  procedure  of  Mr.  Fyfe  after  the 
deceased's  death,  the  Lords  pronounced  this  interlocutor: — 
Nov.  13, 1793.  *^  Reduce  the  decree  or  warrant  of  the  Sheriff  of  Banfishire, 
^*  libelled  on,  in  so  far  as  to  assoilzie  the  pursuers  (reqK>a* 
"  dents),  from  the  damages  and  expenses,  and  also  from  the 
*'  fine  thereby  found  due ;  and  reduce,  decern,  and  dedaie 
"  accordingly.    Find  the  defenders,  Lieutenant  Fyfe  and 
*'  Archibald  Young,  Procurator  Fiscal  for  the  county  cl 
*'  Banff,  conjunctly  and  severally  liable  to  the  pursuers  in 
**  the  expenses  incurred  by  them  before  this  Court,  bat  not 
*'  to  those  expenses  incurred  in  the  Sheriff  Court;  in  conse- 
"  quence  of  the  pursuers'  improper  conduct.    Find  the  said 
^'  defenders,  Lieutenant  Fyfe  and  Archibald  Yoong,  also 
liable  to  the  pursuers  in  damages,  and  ordain  a  conde- 
scendence of  these  to  be  given  in." 
With  regard  to  the  reduction  of  the  will,  the  Court  pro- 

Ii^ov.  30, nounced  this  interlocutor : — **  Sustain  the  reasons  of  redoe- 

Oec.  3,  •— —  «'tionof  the  latter  will  and  settlement,  executed  by  the 
''  deceased  Alexander  Williamson  libelled  on,  and  reduce^ 
<<  decern,  and  declare  accordingly.   Find  the  defender  liable 
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"  to  the  pursiters  (respondentB)  in  expenses,  and  allow  an       1796. 
'*  account  thereof  to  be  given  into  Conrt." 


*€ 


On  petition  the  Lords  adhered.  ftfb,  &c. 

Their  Lordships  thereafter   modified  the   expenses  to  cordon  &c. 
£130,  and  decerned  against  Lieutenant  Fyfe  for  the  same.   Dec.  l9/j793. 
They  afterwards  pronounced   this  interlocutor :—"  The  j*°' os' 1794' 
"  LfOrdshavingadvisedthecondescendenceofdamages,inthe  *^*     ' 
"  process  for  wrongous  imprisonment  and  damages  against 
Lieutenant  Fyfe  and  Archibald  Young,  with  the  abstract 
"  liquidating  the  amount  of  the  said  damages,  together  with 
"  the  account  of  expenses,  they  modify  the  whole  damages, 
"  in    80    far    as    respects    the    wrongous    imprisonment, 
**  to  the  sum  of  £50  sterling,  including  those  expenses 
"  charged  in  the  said  abstract,  as  composing  part  of  the 
*'  pursuers'  damages,    and  modify  the  damages  respect- 
*'  ing  the  lease  to  £10  sterling;  and  also  modify  the  ex- 
"  pense  of  process  to  £80  sterling,  in  full,  including  agent's 
"  fee,  and  the  account  of  expenses  stated  for  the  pursuer's 
*'  agent  in  the  country,  and  decern  against  James  Fyfe  and 
**  Archibald  Young,  conjunctly  and  severally,  for  payment 
**  of  the  said  sums  of  £50  and  £80,  amounting  to  £130, 
*'  and  against  the  said  James  Fyfe,  for  the  other  sum  of  £10." 
Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 
I^leaded  for  the  Appellant  Fyfe, — 1.  The  interlocutors 
appealed  from  have  set  aside  a  will  regularly  executed  by 
the  testator,  and  disposing  of  property  which  he  had  a  right 
to  dispose  of  as  he  thought  proper,  on  grounds  which,  so  far 
aa  they  can  be  collected  from  the  proofs  and  proceedings, 
do  not  amount  to  a  cause  of  suspicion.    There  never  cer- 
tainly was  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiffs'  allegations  were 
more  inconsistent,  and  more  completely  defeated  by  the 
evidence  adduced.    According  to  the  respondents'  allega- 
tion, the  testator's  incapacity  was  of  such  a  nature,  that  the 
whole  neighbourhood  must  have  known  of  it;  but  the  whole 
eridence  adduced  on  this  occasuon  is  more  hearsayj  and  no 
positive  evidence  is  adduced.  . 

On  the  other  hand,  the  deposition  of  Stewart  the  notary, 
as  to  the  testator's  capacity,  is  direct  and  positive.  He  was 
the  party  employed  to  execute  the  will,  and  consequently  the 
party  most  likely  to  take  notice  of  this,  and  he  swears  that 
he  was  of  sound  judgment,  and  quite  collected  when  he 
signed  the  will.  On  what  grounds,  therefore,  the  imputa- 
tion of  fraud  can  be  supported,  is  nowhere  apparent.  2. 
In  regard  to  the  damages  of  wrongous  imprisonment, — as 
the  respondents,  by  their  improper  conduct,  brought  upon 
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1796.       them  the  conseqaences  complained  of^  theae  iDterlocators 

ought  to  be  altered. 

FYFE,  &c.        Pleaded  Jbr  the  Respondents. — The  deceased  had  made 
GORDON,  &c.  two  prior  wills,  in  favour  of  his  relations,  one  in  Jamaica^  and 
another  when  he  came  homO}  and  in  the  month  of  April, 
previous  to  his  death,Ieavingto  them  his  whole  fortune  among 
them;  the  last  of  which  existed  up  to  within  six  days  of  Iiis 
death,  when  the  appellant,  a  mere  stranger,  got  the  deceased 
to  execute  in  his  favour  a  new  will,  and  burned  the  former. 
The  new  settlement  was  made  at  the  su^estion,  and  by  the 
intervention  alone  of  the  appellant.   He  sent  for  the  writer, 
got  him  to  his  own  house,  where  they  were  together  for 
sometime,  and  where  the  appellant  tutored  the  writer  wfaal 
he  was  to  do,  and  thereafter  carried  him  to  the  deceased's 
house.    The  deceased  was  then  in  extremis, — so  weak  in 
body  as  to  be  unable  to  rise  out  of  bed, — ^was  much  impaired 
in  his  mental  faculties,  and  was  often  delirious  from  disease, 
and  from  quantities  of  laudanum  which  he  was  under  the 
necessity  of  taking.    He  had  never  any  quarrel  or  any  cause 
of  displeasure  against  his  own  heirs  at  law.   But  the  manner 
in  which  it  was  executed,  shows  that  it  was  fabricated. 
There  were  certain  marginal  notes  and  additions  made  to 
the  will,  after  it  was  signed,  which  prove  this.    In  the  be» 
quest  to  John  Williamson,  the  testator^s  natural  son,  of 
£300  sterling,  there  was  added  upon  the  margin  the  words* 
''  of  which  sum  he  has  received  £180  sterling,  before  this 
*^  date."    These  words  are  put  upon  the  margin,  and  it  does 
not  appear  from  the  deed  by  whom  they  were  written.    At 
the  bottom  of  the  second  page  of  the  will,  there  are  two 
lines  added  after  the  word  ^'  appoint/'  which  has  originally 
been  the  catch-word  to  the  third  page,  bnt  now  there  foi* 
low  on  the  bottom  of  the  second  page,  the  following  woids: 
— *^  My  said  executor  to  pay  the  above  sum  from  the  moaej 
"  lodged  in  Mr.  Davidson's  hands  in  Huntly."    The  reading 
then  breaks  off  in  the  middle  of  a  line,  leaving  the  remainder 
of  the  line  blank,  and  without  any  catch- word ;  and,  in  order 
to  carry  on  the  sense  of  the  original  catch-word  "  appoints,** 
is  alterted  to  "  and  appoints.'^    Both  by  the  eridence  of 
Stewart,  and  the  admissions  of  the  appellant  himself  it  it 
clear  that  these  additions  and  alterations  were  made  after 
the  will  was  executed. 

2d.  In  regard  to  the  proceedings  before  the  Sheriff,  thece 
were  most  illegal  and  oppressive.  The  appellant,  when  be 
demanded  the  papers  alluded  to,  to  be  delivered  to  hiai* 
w^s  insisting  for  what  he  had  no  right  to  demand.    He  was 
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not  confirmed  executor ;  besides,  the  CommiBsary's  warrant       1796. 

did  not  bear  that  the  papers  were  to  be  delivered  to  the 

appellant  It  only  directed  an  inventory  to  be  taken  of  anbtruther 
them.  It  was  therefore  wrong  in  the  appellant  to  present  AMSTBrrHKR. 
a  new  petition,  charging  the  respondents  with  theft,  as  they 
did.  They  appeared  before,  and  declared  their  readiness  to 
an  inventory  being  taken.  But  the  appellant,  choosing  to 
have  delivery,  it  was  illegal  and  oppressive  thereafter  to  ob- 
tain a  warrant  to  apprehend  and  imprison  them,  by  aid  of  a 
party  of  soldiers,  and  to  be  treated  in  the  brutal  and  inhu- 
man manner  that  was  here  done.  For  all  which  the  appel- 
lants are  answerable  in  damages. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained 
of  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  Wm,  GranU  Tho.  Macdonald. 
For  Respondents,  Sir  J.  Scott^  W.  Adam,  W.  Tail. 


Sir  Robert  Anstruther  of  Balkaskie,  Bart.     Appellant ; 
Sir  John  Anstruther  of  Anstruther,  Bart.        Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  1 8th  May  1796. 

Superior  and  Vassal — Right  to  the  Coal — Pertinent— Pre- 
scRipnvE  Possession. — The  respondent  was  proprietor  of  the 
barony  of  Pittenweem,  which  included  the  burgh  of  Pittenweem, 
and  certain  lands  called  Acredale  lands,  which  had  been  feued  out 
in  small  rigs  or  stripes  long  before  he  acquired  right  to  the  barony. 
This  right  included  an  express  conyeyance  of  the  whole  coal 
within  the  barony.  He  was  also  superior  of  the  n^hole.  Part 
of  those  lands,  called  the  Acredale  lands,  belonged  to  the  appel- 
lant In  these  Acredale  feus,  the  coal  was  either  excepted,  or  the 
right  was  silent  altogether  on  the  subject.  Among  those,  the  appel. 
lant*8  right  was  silent  There  was  no  conyeyance  of  coal  to  him,  and 
no  reseryation  of  it ;  but  he  contended  that  the  conyeyance  of  land 
carries  the  coal  as  a  pertinent,  and  that  the  coal  was  mentioned 
as  a  pertinent  in  the  tenendas  of  his  right  When,  therefore,  the 
respondent  proceeded  to  work  the  Acredale  lands  for  coal,  the 
appellant  suspended,  and  the  present  declarator  was  then  brought : 
Held  by  the  Court  of  Session,  and  affirmed  by  the  House  of 
Lords,  Uiat  the  respondent  had  the  sole  right  to  the  whole  coal  in 
the  Acredale  lands. 
The  respondent,  proprietor  of  the  estate  of  Newark,  in 
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1796.       ^^^  county  of  Fife,  in  which  he  worked  a  raloable  Beam  of 
■    coal,  purchased  in  1766  from  the  Earl  of  Kelly,  the  lordahip 


AM8TRUTBBB  and  barony  of  Pittenween,  chiefly  induced  to  the  purchi 
ANPTBDTHBB  ^^^^  observiog  that  the  continuations  of  the  seam  ran  in  the 
direction  of  those  lands.  The  disposition  conveyed  the  bar- 
ony, with  "  the  coals,  coal-heughs,  as  well  wrqiight  as  no- 
'-'  wrought,  discovered  and  to  be  discovered,  in  any  part  of 
**  the  said  lordship  and  barony,  as  well  in  the  arable  and 
"  ploughed  lands,  as  in  the  other  lands  of  the  same,  with 
**  special  power  of  breaking  and  digging  the  ground,  in  any 
*^  part  of  the  said  lands  and  barony,  and  of  working  the 
*'  coal,  and  throwing  out  sinks  and  levels,*^^  &c.  Upon 
his  having  been  infeft,  he  became  proprietor  of  all  the 
lands  of  the  barony  not  previously  feued  or  disponed,  and 
superior  of  all  such  as  had  been  previously  feued  and  dis- 
poned. 

The  barony,  which  includes  the  burgh  of  Pittenweem, 
had  originally  belonged  to  the  Priory  of  Pittenweem ;  and, 
in  anticipation  of  the  abolition  of  the  religious  houaea,  the 
monastery  had,  before  the  Reformation,  feued  out  their  lands. 
Round  the  town,  where  the  priory  was  situated,  small  fens 
had  been  granted  to  the  town's  people,  generally  in  rigs  or 
small  stripes.  These  feus  were  called  the  Acredale  landa^ 
and,  in  granting  them,  the  monastery  either  excepted  the 
coal  expressly,  or  the  conveyance  was  silent  on  the  sabfeot 
altogether.  Part  of  these  Acredale  lands  were  aflerwaidt 
purchased  by  the  appellant,  but  the  greater  part  by  the  r»- 
spondent ;  and  the  respondent,  by  his  purchase  of  the 
barony  of  Pittenweem,  in  which  these  Acredale  lands  are 
'  situated,  became  superior  of  the  whole. 

After  his  purchase  of  the  barony  of  Pittenweem  from  the 
Earl  of  Kelly,  he  proceeded  to  work  the  coal  in  these  landk 
He  sunk  various  pits  in  the  properties  of  the  different  feo* 
ers,  without  meeting  with  opposition  from  any  quarter,  uati 
having  laid  a  pipe  crossing,  amongst  other  rigs  of  the  Acre* 
dale  lands,  those  belonging  to  the  appellant,  the  latter  bronghl 
a  suspension,  which  compelled  the  respondent  to  bring  ftha 
present  declarator  of  his  right  to  the  coal  of  all  these  landa. 
The  general  defence  of  the  appellant  was,  that  not  only 
his  lands,  but  all  these  lands  were  conveyed,  as  is  shown  bf 
the  title-deeds,  without  any  reservation  of  the  coaL  Oft 
the  contrary,  that  though  the  coal  was  not  expcooslj 
veyed,  yet  it  was  mentioned  as  a  pertinent  in  the  da 

Craig,  p.  256,  teiiendas  in  his  right ;  and  it  is  settled  law,  that  a  coonT* 

§  17. 
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aace  of  land  carries  right  to  the  coal,  though  it  is  not  ex-       1796. 
presslj  conveyed,  insomuch  that  he  who  is  first  seized  in  the    — — 


land,  has  a  right  to  the  coal  in  these  lands,  preferably  to  one  awstruthbe 
who  is  afterwards  seized  per  expressum  in  the  coal.     In  an-^j^g^iiu'^BiB. 
swer,  the  respondent  stated,  that  it  was  proved  by  his  title- 
deeds  that  the  priors  and  monastery  of  Pittenweem  reserved 
the  coal  when  granting  feus  of  the  Acredale  lands :  That 
the  coal  had  been  by  them  granted  to  Balfour  of  Pitten- 
dreich  as  a  separate  tenement:  That  Frederick  Stewart, 
created  Lord  Pittenweem,  acquired  from  the  crown  all  that 
remained  of  the  possessions  of  the  monastery  at  the  time  of 
the  general  annexation  of  the  church  lands :  That  he  like- 
wise acquired,  by  a  separate  title,  the  right  which  the  Bal- 
foors  had  to  the  coal ;  and  that  the  Earl  of  Kelly  acquired 
the  whole  that  Lord  Pittenween  had,  and  it  remained  with 
his  descendents  till  they  sold  it  to  the  respondent.     That 
when  the  priory  granted  the  feus  of  the  Acredale  lands,  in 
snch  small  stripes  or  rigs,  it  could  not  be  intended,  from  the 
Teij  nature  and  smallness  of  the  grant,  to  give  them  a  right 
to  the  coal.    These  rigs  run  from  south  to  north,  and  so 
narrow  as  to  make  it  impossible  for  the  proprietor  of  each  to 
work  the  coal ;  whereas  the  seams  of  the  coal  ran  east  and 
west.     But,  as  a  further  proof  that  no  right  to  the  coal  was 
80  g^ranted,  the  priors,  although  they  had  feued  out  to  va- 
rious persons  the  lands  in  and  about  the  monastery,  as  well 
as  those  in  question,  yet  continued  to  possess  and  dispose  of 
the  coal,  notwithstanding  the  feus,  as  is  shown  by  the  seve- 
ral charters  granted  by  them  subsequent  to  the  feus  of  the 
Acredale  lands,  with  right  to  coal  out  of  their  coal  mines, 
or  oat  of  any  part  of  the  lordship,  for  the  use  of  the  salt 
pans.    Proof  was  led  of  possession  of  the  whole  coal  of  the 
barony  subsequent  to  the  grant  of  the  feus  of  the  Acredale 
lands,  first  by  the  priors,  and  then  by  their  successors.    The 
witnesses  deponed  that  it  had  been  wrought,  especially  at  a 
place  called  the  Horse  Milne  Sink  and  other  places,  in 
Oliver  Cromwell'^s  time,  of  which  the  coal  holes  were  still 
visible ;  and  that  they  had  never  beard  of  the  coal  in  the  ba« 
ronj'  being  wrought  by  any  but  the  Earl  of  Kelly's  family* 
'X'iie  appellant  produced  a  charter,  under  the  great  seal, 
,ed  in  the  year  1698,  in  favour  of  his  grandfather,  of  all  the 
which  belonged  to  him,  and  amongst  others,  the  small 
detached  parcels  of  land  in  the  Acredale  of  Pittenweem  in 
question,  which,  the  charter  shows,  had  been  originally  se- 
parate feus  from  the  barony,  and  describes  it  as  lying  within 
the  lordship.    In  the  dispositive  and  descriptive  part  of  this 
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1796.       charter,  in  so  far  as  relates  to  these  parcels,  there  was  not  a 
— """*    word  of  coal  or  limestone  mentioned,  although  his  other 


iMBTRUTHBB  |j^jjjg  ^^q  granted  *'cum  carbonibtis  et  carbanariis**'  In 
ANSTBUTHEa.  tho  tonendas  clause,  indeed,  the  whole  lands  are  declared 
to  be  held  "  cum  partibus  pendiculis  pertinenttis^  columbii, 
**  columbariisy  carbonibus^  carbonariis"  ^c,  but  it  is  known 
to  every  lawyer,  that  in  this  part  of  the  charter,  these  are 
words  of  mere  style  and  superfluity,  vesting  nothing  but 
what  appears  in  the  dispositive  clause*  Yet,  he  maintained 
this  to  be  a  sufficient  title  to  the  coal  of  the  lands  in  ques- 
tion, and  declined,  although  called  on,  to  produce  the  ori- 
ginal charters,  or  grants  of  the  parcel  of  lands  he  possessed 
in  the  Acredale. 
Feb.  18, 1792.  **  The  Lords  having  advised  the  mutual  informatioDS, 
*'  writs,  and  proof  produced,  and  heard  parties'*  procnraton 
"  thereon,  they  find  the  pursuer.  Sir  John  Anstruther  (re- 
'^  spondent),  has  the  sole  right  to  the  whole  coal  and  lime- 
"  stone  in  the  Acredale  lands,  within  the  lordship  and  barony 
"  of  Pittenweem ;  and,  therefore,  in  the  suspension,  find 
"  the  letters  orderly  proceeded,  and  in  tho  declarator,  de- 
Mar.  9, «  cern."     On  reclaiming  petition,  the  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — As  the  right  to  coal  and  lime 
passes  with  the  lands,  unless  specially  reserved  in  the  convey- 
ance of  the  lands,  and  as  there  is  no  such  reservation  in  the 
title  deeds  of  the  appellant,  he  has  a  clear  right  to  aU  below 
the  surface  of  his  land.  And  a  party  so  infeft,  without  aoy 
mention  of  coal,  has  a  preferable  right  to  the  coal,  to  one  who 
is  afterwards  seised  in  the  coal,  per  expressum;  and  the  ap- 
pellant having  been  infeft  under  his  unreserved  and  unlimited 
t^tle  long  prior  to  the  respondent,  has  consequently  a  title 
to  exclude  him  therefrom. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent. — The  appellant  has  not  pro- 
duced the  vestige  of  a  title  to  the  coal  in  questioD.    He 
does  not  pretend  he  ever  worked  any  coal,  or  that  his  in- 
cestors  did  so.    The  maxim  he  founds  on,  that  coal  pisses 
by  a  grant  of  land  generally  as  a  pertinent,  and  that 
sion  of  the  surface  is  possession  what  is  below  it,  are 
controvertibly  true,  provided  there  is  no  right  to  coal  vested 
in  another,  and  no  actual  adverse  possession  by  that  other. 
But  to  set  up  a  grant  of  lands  simply  with  possession  of  i 
surface,  but  not  of  the  coal,  against  a  grant  of  the 
lands  with  the  coal  joined  to  possession,  was  quite  unteotble. 
The  respondent  has  an  express'grant  of  the  whole  eod  of 
the  barony.    The  charters  to  Lord  Pittenweem  in  1609, 


Earl  of  Wbmyss,        ....        Appellant; 
Sir  Archibald  Hopb,  .  Respondent, 

House  of  Lords,  24th  Oct.  1796. 

Lbasb  of  Coal — Resbrtation  Clause — ^Rbs  Judicata. — Held, 
bj  the  terms  of  a  lease  of  coal  to  a  tenant,  allowuig  him  to  work 
the  coal  within  the  haronj  of  Woolmet,  excepting  that  part  of 
the  coal  which  lies  within  the  parks,  gardens,  and  enclosures  of 
Woolmet  belonging  to  the  appellant,  that  this  exception  or  reser- 
Tation  did  not  entitle  the  appellant  to  sink  pits  and  work  coal 
within  these  grounds ;  but  was  to  he  construed  only  as  a  clause 
to  preaerre  his  grounds  from  suffering  injury  hj  the  general 
working  of  the  coal  by  the  respondent  This  question  haying  been 
so  ^disposed  of  in  the  Court  of  Session,  and  an  appeal  taken  to 
the  House  of  Lords,  but  neyer  moTed  in,  and  finally  dismissed 
ten  years  previous  to  the  present  appeal :  Held,  tbat  these  pro- 
ceedings did  not  constitute  a  res  judicata  in  bar  of  the  present 
action. 

A  lease  of  the  coal  of  Woolmet  was  granted  by  the  Magis- 
trates of  Edinburgh  to  John  Biggar.  The  appellant  is  now 
in  right  of  the  Magistrates,  and  the  respondent  in  right  of 
Biggar.  The  renewal  of  the  lease  to  the  respondent  con- 
tained a  clause,  in  the  exact  same  words  as  the  original  lease 
to  Biggar,  viz. : — *^  All  and  haill  the  coal  that  is  within  the 
''  lands  and  barony  of  Woolmet  and  Hill,  excepting  always 
^^  the  coal  lying  within  the  parks,  gardens,  and  inclosures  of 
*^  the  said  lands  and  barony  of  Woolmet,  unless  the  consent 
"  of  the  said  Earl  of  Wemyss  be  first  had  and  obtained 
"  thereto." 

The  appellant  conceiving,  under  the  meaning  and  con- 
Btmction  of  the  above  clause,  he  had  a  right  to  work  the 
coal  within  those  grounds  excepted  and  reseryed,  proceeded 
to  sink  a  pit  for  this  purpose,  when  the  respondent  applied 
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of  the  Earl  of  Kelly  in  1671,  give  this  express  right,  which,        1796. 
joined  to  possession  distinctly  proved,  make  a  title  in  the 
respondent  by  the  positive  prescription.     While  the  appel- 
lant, if  he  ever  had  a  right,  has  lost  it  by  the  negative  pre*      hops. 
scription. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 
For  Appellant,  Sir  J,  Scott,  R.  Dundas,  Alex.  Anstruther. 
For  Eespondent,  J.  Anstruther,  W.  Adam. 
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1796.      by  Buspension  and  interdict,  to  have  it  stopped,  alleging 
""""""■   that  this  was  not  the  true  meaning  of  the  lease ;  that  the 
1VBMT89     ^Q^Y  within  the  grounds  excepted  was  reserved  merely  to  pre- 
hope.       yent  injury  to  these  grounds  from  working  it ;  but  did  not 
reserve  to  the  Earl  a  right  to  work  that  coal  himself;  bat, 
on  the  contrary,  as  was  evidenced  from  the  clause,  '*  unless 
"  the  consent  of  the  Earl  of  Wemyss  be  first  had  and  ob< 
''  tained  thereto/'  if  the  coal  was  wrought  at  all,  no  one  but 
the  tenant  was  empowered  to  do  so.     The  tenant  was  not 
to  work  that  coal  without  the  landlord's  consent,  neither 
was  the  landlord  to  work  that  coal  during  the  lease.    In 
point  of  fact,  he  stated  that  the  Earl  having,  in  sinking  his 
pit,  cut  through  a  bed  of  gravel,  a  run  of  water  was  created, 
which,  running  down  the  pit,  would  communicate  to  the  re- 
spondent's workings,  and  be  for  ever  drawn  by  his  engine. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  remitted  to  men  of  skill,  who  reported 
that  *^  the  sinking  of  this  pit  would  have  the  effect  of  com- 
"  municating  an  additional  quantity  of  water  to  Sir  Archi- 
**  bald  Hope's  engine  from  the  surface  of  the  earth,  aod 
''  from  cutting  through  the  various  strata  of  metals  between 
*^  the  surface  of  the  coal."  And  upon  this  report,  and  also 
upon  the  construction  of  the  lease,  the  Court  held  that  the 
appellant  was  not  entitled  to  put  down  pits  within  the  parks 
and  gardens  of  Woolmet.  An  appeal  was  taken  to  the 
House  of  Lords,  but  never  moved,  and  in  consequence  dis- 
missed. When,  ten  years  afterwards,  tho  appellant  again 
raised  the  question  in  the  present  declarator. 
Dec.  11, 1792.  ^^^  Lord  Ordinary,  of  this  date,  pronounced  this  inter- 
locutor : — "  Repels  the  preliminary  objection  of  a  res  judi- 
"  cata  in  this  case :  And  upon  the  merits  of  this  cause,  after 
"  giving  what  the  Ordinary  thinks  a  fair  and  rational  ccm- 
^*  struction  to  the  original  lease  in  1723,  by  the  town  of 
Edinburgh  to  John  Biggar,  his  heirs  and  assignees,  and  in 
particular  to  the  excepting  clause  in  that  lease,  which 
'^  gives  rise  to  the  present  question  :  Finds,  that  as  by  this 
"  exception,  the  tenant  was  on  the  one  side  excluded  from 
"  working  the  coal,  within  the  excepted  grounds  without  the 
'^  consent  of  the  master,  so,  on  the  other  hand,  it  neither 
''  was  nor  could  be  the  understanding  of  parties,  that  the 
*'  master  was  to  be  left  at  liberty,  during  the  currency  of  the 
**  lease,  without  the  consent  of  the  tenant,  to  work  tbosa 
coals  either  by  himself  or  others,  at  discretion,  wliich 
might  be  attended  with  very  prejudicial  or  ruinous  conse- 
^*  quences  to  Mr.  Biggar,  or  his  successors,  in  the  after- 
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working  of  the  main  coal  of  the  barony  of  Woolmet,  con-       1796. 

fessedly  set  to  them  without  any  imposition  or  restrictions,    " 

**  and  which  appears  to  have  been  the  ground  upon  which         ^ 
*'  the  Court  proceeded   when  they  granted  the  interdict       hopb. 
**  which  has  been  pled  in  bar  of  the  declarator ;  and,  there- 
^*  fore,  on  these  grounds,  assoilzies. the  defender."     On  re*  Feb.  12,1793. 
claimining  petition,  the  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellant, — As  the  lease  contains  a  clause 
of  "  All  and  haill  the  coal  that  is  within  the  lands  and  ba- 
rony of  Woolmet  and  Hill,  excepting  always  the  coal 
lying  within  the  parks^  garden,  and  inclosures  of  the  barony 
^*  of  Woolmet,  unless  the  consent  of  the  said  Earl  of  Wemyss 
*^  be  first  had  and  obtained  thereto,"  this  amounts  to  an  abso- 
lute and  unqualified  reservation  of  the  coal  in  question,  and  the 
appellant,  as  proprietor  thereof,  was  entitled  to  work  the 
same.  And  it  is  no  answer  to  this  to  say,  that  the  purpose 
for  which  this  reservation  was  inserted  was  quite  different 
from  giving  the  landlord  a  right  to  work  the  coal,  because 
the  reservation,  as  explicitly  expressed,  is  general  and  suffix 
cient  not  only  to  comprehend  this  purpose,  but  all  other 
lawful  purposes.  The  respondent  admits  that  he  has  no 
title  to  work  the  reserved  coal  himself.  It  is  equally  clear 
that  such  a  reservation,  in  a  lease,  must  always  have  in  view 
a  right  to  work  on  the  part  of  the  landlord,  especially  where 
there  is  nothing  mentioned  expressly  to  exclude  this :  And 
what  the  respondent  aims  at  is  to  obtain  a  monopoly  of  his 
coal  to  the  exclusion  of  the  ^landlord's  right. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent. — The  original  purpose  of  re- 
serving  the  coal  was  to  give  the  proprietor  a  surety  that  his 
parks  and  inclosures  of  Woolmet  would  not  be  damaged 
from  working;  but  it  is  quite  clear  from  the  meaning  of  the 
lease,  that  the  whole  coal  of  Woolmet  was  given  in  lease 
to  the  respondent,  except  the  right  of  working  that  part  of 
it  under  the  parks  and  gardens  of  Woolmet,  without  the  pro- 
prietor's consent.  This  last  clause,  *'  unless  with  the  pro- 
^*  prietor's  consent,"  showed  that  the  whole  coal  was  let,  and 
it  would,  in  these  circumstances,  be  extraordinary,  and  not 
consistent  with  the  true  bona  fides  of  the  transaction,  to  see 
both  the  proprietor  and  lessee  working  the  same  coal ;  or 
after  a  lease  to  a  tenant,  for  the  landlord  to  work  the  coal  as 
here  intended,  to  the  great  injury  and  probable  destruction 
of  the  tenant's  right.  Such  was  never  the  intention  by  the 
original  leasei  nor  by  the  renewal  of  it  to  the  respondent. 
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1796.  After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  und  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed, 
with  £100  costs. 


SKABT 

V. 
OOtLYT. 


For  Appellant,  Sir  John  Scottj   Wm.  Tail. 

For  Respondent,  R.  Dundas^    W.  Grants  Wm  Dundas. 

]s^0TE. — ^Unreported  in  Court  of  Session. 


John  Smart,  ......         Appellant; 

The  Hon.  Walter  Ogilvy,     .        .        .        RespandetU, 

House  of  Lords,  26th  October  1796. 

Sale  by  Sample  nr  Open  Markbt^Landlord's  Hypothec.— He 
appellant,  a  com  merchant^  purchased  from  the  respondent's  ten- 
ant, a  fiirmer,  a  quantity  of  grain  bj  sample,  in  public  mariceL 
Part  of  the  grain  was  deliyered,  and  bill  granted  for  the  price,  and 
was  paid.  On  &ilure  of  the  tenant,  Held,  in  an  action  nused  by  the 
landlord  against  the  purchaser  of  the  grain,  that  the  latter  was 
liable  to  pay  the  value  of  what  was  delivered,  the  landlord 
having  a  right  of  hypothec  over  the  same  for  the  rent  of  wbieb 
it  was  the  crop;  and  this,  although  the  daim  was  not  made  db 
recente,  but  ex  intervaUo  of  two  years. 

The  respondent  was  landlord  of  a  farm,  rented  by  James 
Inverarity  as  tenant,  from  whom  the  appellant,  a  farmer 
and  grain  and  corn  factor,  purchased,  on  25th  July  1789,  i 
quantity  of  grain  by  sample,  in  public  market.  A  biQ  for 
£60  (part  of  the  price)  was  given  on  the  occasion,  fiat 
only  part  of  the  grain  was  delivered,  not  amounting  in  value 
to  the  £60  bill,  when  embarrassed  circumstances  prevented 
Inverarity  from  delivering  the  remainder. 

In  February  1791,  a  year  and  seven  months  after  the  sale 
and  delivery  of  part  of  the  grain,  the  respondent  (Inverft- 
rity's  landlord)  raised  an  action  against  the  appellant,  settiog 
forth  that  his  tenant  was  owing  him  £125,  as  the  half  year's 
rent  of  the  farm,  for  crop  1788,  payable  at  Martinmas  1 789, 
and,  as  by  law,  the  corns  growing  on  the  farm  are  hypothe- 
cated for  the  rent  of  that  crop  of  which  they  are  the  product, 
the  intromitters  and  purchasers  from  the  tenant  of  such 
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«orn,  are  liable  to  the  landlord  for  the  Talue  or  purchases,       1796. 
and  that  the  appellant  having  purchased  bear  and  oats   '  ' 

from  the  tenant,  he  was  liable  for  the  value  of  what  had  ^, 

been  delivered  to  him  under  that  sale,  and  concluding  for  ooilvt. 
£55  as  the  value  thereof;  accordingly,  decree  in  absence 
(by  default)  having  been  pronounced,  a  suspension  was 
brought  by  the  appellant,  in  which  he  pleaded  that  the 
grain  was  fairly  purchased  in  open  market,  on  Friday,  the 
market  day,  and  that  he  had  granted  his  bill  for  £60,  which 
had  been  duly  paid,  and  the  sale  thus  effected,  was  sufficient 
to  exclude  the  landlord's  hypothec,  as  a  sale  in  public  mar- 
ket. And  even  if  the  landlord  had  right  by  his  hypothec 
to  question  the  sale  of  the  grain  of  his  tenant  in  public  mar- 
ket, yet  this  must  be  done  de  recente^  and  the  mora  of 
nearly  two  years  was  sufficient  of  itself  to  defeat  the  right, 
if  it  existed.  Answered,  That  the  purchaser  here  was  a 
neighbour  farmer  of  the  tenant,  and  was  acquainted  with 
him  and  his  circumstances,  and  had  bought  the  grain  under 
circumstances  which  inferred  collusion  between  them. 

The  Lord  Ordinary,  without  allowing  a  proof,  dealt  with 
the  case  on  the  abstract  question  of  law,  and  "Found  the  May  U,  1793. 
<*  letters  orderly  proceeded,  and  decerns  (against  the  ap- 
**  pellant).      But,  in  respect  of  the  delay  in  claiming  upon 
*'  the  hypothec,  finds  no  expenses  due,  but  that  for  extract, 

**  for  which  decerns."     On  reclaiming  petition,  the  Court  Dec.  10, 

adhered.     On  second  petition  they  also  adhered.  •'"*•  ^^»  ^^^** 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Pleaded/or  the  Appellant, — The  grain  having  been  pur- 
chased in  public  market  by  sample,  it  became  the  property 
of  the  appellant,  free  of  all  questions  as  at  the  instance  of 
the  landlord,  and  this  on  the  faith  due  to  sales  in  public 
market;  and  unless  the  respondent  can  prove  what  he 
alleges,  namely,  collusion  between  these  two  parties  as 
neighbours,  full  effect  must  be  given  to  the  sale.  Thero 
is  no  evidence  offered  of  any  such  fraud  or  collusion,  and  no 
evidence  that  the  grain,  as  alleged,  was  bought  at  Inver- 
rarity's  farm  in  March  preceding.  The  appellant  admits 
that  he  looked  at  the  grain  in  March  preceding,  but  no  sale 
took  place  until  the  one  in  July  in  public  market,  as  above. 
But  even  supposing  it  were  proved  that  the  sale  took  place 
at  the  farm  in  March  preceding,  as  is  alleged,  yet,  that  sale 
being  fair  and  bona  fide,  must  be  held  to  be  unimpeachable 
in  law,  after  the  mora  of  the  landlord  not  timeously  claim- 
ing under  his  right  of  hypothec.    The  corn  was  delivered  a 
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1790.       few  days  after  the  sale.     It  was  publicly  and  openly  carted 
away,  and  yet  he  took  no  steps  for  nearly  two  years;  the 
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fact  being,  that  at  the  time  there  was  grain  left  on  the  farm 
oGiLTT.      more  than  sufScient  to  satisfy  the  present  daim,  which  of 
itself  ought  to  bar  this  action. 

Pleaded  far  the  Respondent — The  landlord's  hypothec 
is  a  jus  in  re  in  the  crop,  for  security  of  the  rent  of  the 
Ersk.  2,  tit.  6  year  which  produces  it,  and  this  being  the  established  law 
§  ^'  in  regard  to  his  hypothec,  every  purchaser  from  the  tenant 

must  know,  that  this  right  continues  until  payment  of  the 
rent,  as  is  laid  down  by  Erskine ;  and  no  delay  in  availing 
himself  of  this  right,  can  in  any  degree  defeat  it,  for  action 
will  lie  even  at  the  distance  of  y,ears.    Besides,  the  reason 
which  gives  all  faith  and  effect  to  sales  in  public  market, 
being  a  probability  that  at  a  public  market  purchasers  do 
not  know  tho  condition  of  those  with  whom  they  deal,  that 
reason  totally  fails  here ;  because,  in  point  of  fact,  the  parties 
to  this  sale  were  neighbouring  farmers,  and  Inverarity's  em- 
barrassed circumstances  were  well  known  to  the  appellant. 
In  point  of  fact,  the  sale  appears  to  have  been  got  up  col- 
lusively,  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  landlord's  hypo- 
thec, because  it  actually  took  place  in  March  preceding,  on 
Inverarity's  own  farm,  instead  of  being  a  sale  in  public  mar- 
ket by  sample,  which  latter  was  a  mere  pretence,  resorted 
to  by  way  of  giving  a  form  to  the  transaction,  and,  therefore, 
no  sale  in  public  market  took  place.    But,  assuming  that  it 
is  established  that  this  was  a  sale  in  public  market,  it  is  by 
no  means  clear,  that  such  a  sale  by  sample  only^  would  be 
effectual  to  defeat  the  landlord's  hypothec,  because  the 
same  reason  does  not  hold  for  giving  it  any  privilege;  for 
after  a  sale  by  sample,  there  is  a  delivery  post  intervallum, 
and  opportunity  to  inquire  into  the  circumstances  of  the 
seller,  and  the  situation  in  which  he  stands  with  his  land- 
lord.   But,  independently  of  the  strong  presumption  that  a 
sale  by  sample,  after  having  inspected  the  heap,  can  be  no- 
thing but  an  artifice,  it  stands  admitted  by  the  appellant's 
own  showing,  that  there  had  been  an  investigation  at  Bal- 
begno,  and  the  bargain  had  at  least  begun  there ;  so  that 
the  Court  below  were  certainly  well  entitled  to  hold,  that  in 
thatcase  the  appellant  was  bound  to  have  satisfied  himself  asto 
the  condition  of  the  seller,  agreeably  to  the  general  rule  of 
law.   Quicunque  scire  debet  conditionem  ejus,  cum  quo  con- 
trahit.    And  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  situation  of  In* 
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TiBtarity  wftd  mSoidhtly  known  to  the  publie,  to  reader  the      179s. 
at^pellatil  inexiSttMt%le,  if  he  did  not  inqmre  into  it.    The 


ftct  that  he  had  left  Btiffitiefit  grain  to  Knttisfy  this  aANdalf  of '^vasotr,  &c. 
»Ht,  never  hatiag  heefl  teleyantiy  at^eserdd,  80  as  to  go  to     ^^ 
pre#f,  was  rightly  di«regat<ded. 

After  hearing  coansfel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjadged,  that  the  interlocntors  complained 
of  be  affirihed,  with  £lOO  costs. 

For  Appellant)  J.  AnrtrtMier,  W.  Adam. 
Voat  B«spondeat»  Sir  J.  SeoU,  B.  Dwndoi. 


JoHH  Jamibson  &  Go.  M^ohalitSy  Leith,         AppeUanU ; 
JohnLaujeub,  Shipowtier,  Re^ptrndemt. 

House  of  Lords,  10th  November  1796. 

IIbkubragb  ob  Damage. — A  claim  was  made  by  the  owner  of  a  Tea- 
sel, against  the  freighters  thereof,  for  demorrage,  on  account 
of  the  detention  of  the  vessel  beyond  the  time  stipulated.  Held, 
that  the  claim  of  demurrage  ceases  on  the  day  of  her  sailing  from 
her  loading  port;  and  though  the  ressel  was  ohilged  to  put  back 
afler  being  two  days  at  sea,  and  finally,  frozen  in  for  the  winter, 
that  this  was  a  casus  fortuitus,  falling  on  the  owners  and  not  on 
the  freighters  of  the  ressel,  and  for  which  the  latter  could  not  be 
held  liable,  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session. 

A  hundred  tons  of  Siberian  tallow  were  purchased  by  the 
appellants  finom  Atkins  E.  Begail  &  Go.  of  St.  Petersburgh, 
who,  in  answering  their  communication,  stated : — '<  We 
**  shall  expect  shipping  for  it  next  August.^'  In  the  month 
of  July,  the  appellant  chartered  the  respondent's  vessel, 
the  **  Bell  of  Leith,"  Captain  Anderson^  to  proceed  to  St. 
Petersburgh  for  the  tallow,  with  written  instructions  to  the 
captain  to  deliver  the  enclosed  letter  to  Atkins  E.  Begail 
&  Co.,  who  were  immediately  to  ship  the  tallow,  and  give 
him  what  deals  and  battens  they  have  to  fill  up  the  ship. 
Also  a  provisional  order  for  forty  tons  of  iron,  '^  If  they  can 
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**  ship  it  in  time"  If  he  could  not  get  any  other  cargo^ 
he  was  '^  directly  to  load  without  it ;  Observe,  you  must  be 
jAMiB80N,&c.  '^  clear,  and  sail  before  1st  September,  N.  S.,  as  the  pre- 
V-  <<  miums  of  insurance  advance  greatly  after  that  date/'  T  he 
ship  proceeded  on  her  voyage,  and  arrived  at  her  port  of 
destination  on  22d  July ;  but  the  cargo  of  tallow,  which  is 
brought  from  Siberia  to  the  sea  ports,  by  floating  it  down 
the  rivers,  in  consequence  of  the  great  drought  of  that  sea- 
son, had  not  arrived  at  Cronstadt,  and  the  cargo  was  not 
ready  for  delivery  until  the  beginning  of  October.  A  pro- 
test was  taken  by  the  captain  for  all  charges,  damage,  and 
detention  that  may  arise  in  consequence.  At  their  desire, 
the  ship  was  detained  for  her  cargo.  The  tallow  arrived  at 
Cronstadt  on  the  12th  October.  It  was  all  shipped,  and  the 
vessel  cleared  out  and  ready  for  sea  on  the  I6th  October. 
She  then  sailed  for  Leith,  but  after  a  few  days  at  sea,  she 
^  returned  to  port,  in  consequence  of  having  met  contrary 

winds ;  after  which,  the  frost  setting  in,  she  was  frozen  up 
for  tha  winter,  and  was  detained  until  the  month  of  Maj  of 
the  following  year ;  in  consequence  of  all  which,  the  appellants 
suffered  great  loss  on  the  cargo,  besides  being  liable  to  the 
owners  of  the  ship  ^^  Bell "  for  demurrage  for  the  whole 
period  she  was  detained  at  Cronstadt,  at  the  rate  of  £3  per 
day. 

The  respondent,  as  owner  of  the  vessel  *'  Bell,"  made  a 
claim  against  the  appellants  for  demurrage  and  damages^ 
and  raised  action,  first  before  the  Court  of  Session. 

In  defence,  it  was  stated : — 1st,  That  the  shipmaster  being 
bound  by  his  instructions  to  wait  no  longer  for  the  cargo  than 
the  1st  September,  was  bound  to  have  set  off  on  his  homeward 
voyage,  if  the  cargo  was  fwt  ready  by  that  time,  after  taking 
protest.  2d,  That  if  he  thought  proper  to  wait  longer,  he 
could  only  claim  demurrage,  in  the  same  way  that  any  other 
shipmaster  was  entitled  to  do,  and  was  not  entitled  to  claim 
demurrage  after  the  ship  received  its  cargo  :  it  being  an 
established  rule  of  mercantile  law,  that  the  claim  of  detnor* 
rage  ceases  the  moment  the  vessel  gets  her  cargo  on  board, 
and  is  cleared  for  sea. 
Decll  1792.  ^  proof  was  gone  into,  to  show  that  this  latter  was  tke 
universal  understanding  among  shipmerchants. 

The  liord  Ordinary,  (Lord  Justice  Clerk),  after  wiooa 
interlocutors,  pronounced  this  interlocutor: — "  In  respect 
**  of  the  depositions  of  sundry  merchants  and  shipmasters:, 
<*  who  gave  it  as  their  opinion,  that  the  demurrage  of  «  ahip 
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ceases  on  the  day  of  her  sailing  from  the  port  of  her  loading,       170G. 
'*  and  that  if  a  ship  should  thereafter  be  pnt  back  by  contrary 


••  winds,  and  detained  by  the  frost  setting  in,  the  same  is  con  -  '^■™»^"»  *'«• 
'*  sidered  as  a  ccuusfortuiUu^  that  must  affect  the  owners,  and  lauris. 
**  that  no  opinions  to  the  contrary  appear  from  the  proof:  alter 
"  the  former  interlocutor,  and  finds  that  the  charger  is  not 
"  entitled  to  demurrage  after  the  29th  October  1787 ;  and 
"  appoint  parties  to  be  ready  to  debate  on  the  extent  of  the 
"  damage  or  demurrage,  claimable  upon  the  suspenders  on 
**  account  of  the  detention,  prior  to  that  period."  But,  on 
reclaiming  petition  against  this  interlocutor  to  the  Court, 
"the  Lords  found: — "That  the  opinion  of  merchants, Jan.  16, 1794. 
**  founded  on  by  the  respondent,  does  not  apply  to  this  cause : 
Find,  that  by  the  original  bargain  of  affreightment,  the  ship 
ought  to  have  been  loaded  and  ready  for  sailing  on  or 
"  about  the  1st  of  September :  Find,  that  it  was  by  de- 
'*  sire  of  Atkins  E.  Regail  &  Co.  that  the  ship  was  detained 
"  beyond  that  time :  Find»  that  it  was  not  owing  to  any 
"  fault  of  the  master,  but  to  contrary  winds,  and  the  frost 
«'  setting  in,  that  the  ship  did  not  make  out  her  voyage,  and 
**  that  if  the  ship  had  sailed  by  the  1st  of  September,  or 
"  soon  thereafter,  it  is  presumable  the  disasters  by  which 
<*  she  was  detained  through  the  winter  would  not  have 
'<  happened ;  and  that,  therefore,  any  damage,  thence 
"  arising,  must  fall  upon  suspenders :  And,  therefore,  upon 
'*  the  whole,  find  the  letters  orderly  proceeded,  and  de- 


«c 


•*  cern." 


*  Opinions  of  Judges  : 

LoBD  President  Campbell. — "  This  is  a  question  about  demur- 
rage. The  first  interlocutors  are  strongly  founded  on  reason.  The 
last  interlocutor  is  entirely  founded  on  the  ex  parte  opinions  of 
merchants,  produced  by  the  defender,  which  do  not  go  to  the  precise 
case  in  hand,  but  to  the  general  case  of  a  ship  sailing  upon  her  voy* 
age,  without  any  known  or  actual  cause  of  impediment  existing  at 
the  time.  But  if,  in  consequence  of  the  detention  before  sailing, 
the  ship  has  been  put  into  a  situation  that  makes  any  attempt  to  sail 
inefifectual  and  abortiye,  it  would  be  against  all  reason  and  justice 
that  the  person,  owner  of  the  yessel,  should  suffer  the  loss  thence 
arising,  and  that  the  pany  who  occasioned  it  should  be  free.  It  is 
no  matter  whether  we  call  it  damage  or  demurrage.  It  is  a  loss 
arising  by  breach  of  contract,  negligence,  or  other  fault,  imputable 
to  the  freighter.  The  ship  is  entitled  to  its  hire,  as  much  as  the 
men  to  their  wages,  and  the  contract;  whether  in  writing  or  not^  or 
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1796.  Against  this  last  interlocator  tbe  present  appeal 

brought. 


JAMIE80K,  &c.  Pleaded  for  tlie  Appellants.— Bj  the  letter  of  affreight- 
X.AUBIE.  ment,  which  was  the  contract  between  the  appellants  and 
respondent,  the  captain  had  express  instructions  not  to  wait 
longer,  and  he  was  not  bound  to  wait  longer  for  the  cargo 
from  the  foreign  merchants  than  1st  September,  N.S.  He 
was  ordered  to  "  observe,  that  he  must  be  clear,  and  sail  be- 
*'  fore  that  day/'  and  if  he  could  not  get  the  cargo  of  tal- 
low, he  had  express  instructions  and  liberty  to  load  his  ship 
with  other  goods,  and  to  execute  orders  for  other  mer- 
chants ;  but  these  instructions  expressly  mentioned,  that 
**  the  ship  must  not  be  detained  for  them."  The  captain 
was  sensible  of  this  himself,  because,  in  his  protest  taken  on 
the  spot,  he  declares  *^  that  his  lie  days  by  his  letter  of  q^ 
^*  freightment  were  expired,"  After  this  he  was  bound  to 
return  home,  or  he  might  have  advertised  the  ship  as  a  ge- 
neral ship,  ready  to  take  on  board  goods  for  freight.  Bat, 
in  place  of  this,  he  thought  proper  to  remain  ;  and,  having 
done  so,  he  can  only  claim  demurrage  according  to  the  uni- 
versal rule  and  custom  of  merchants — namely,  up  to  the  day 
that  the  vessel  receives  her  cargo,  and  is  cleared  for  sea ; 
after  this,  no  claim  lies,  as  the  moment  the  vessel  receives 
her  cargo  and  sails,  all  claim  to  demurrage  is  at  an  end,  and 
any  accident  happening  thereafter,  which  may  detain  her, 
must,  as  a  casus  fortuitusy  be  borne  by  the  shipowners. 
Here  the  *^  Bell "  sailed  with  her  cargo  on  the  16th  October, 
and  though  she  was  some  days  thereafter  obliged  to  return 


whether  by  the  month,  or  for  an  entire  voyage,  is  entitled  to  a  fibe- 
ral  construction,  or  rather,  to  be  favourably  interpreted  for  the  own- 
ers, 80  far  as  regards  this  article  of  hire.  Molloy,  B.  2,  c.  4,  $.  13. 
The  distinctions  made  in  the  answers  are  too  subtile,  and  not  to  be 
found  in  any  law  book,  nor  do  they  apply  to  all  circumstanoes. 

^*  The  ship  in  question  attempted  to  sail,  but  could  not.  The  mas- 
ter did  every  thing  in  his  power,  bat  in  vain.  The  sailing  was  not 
effectually  begun  till  the  month  of  May,  and  it  is  then  only  that  tbe 
claim  of  damage  ceases.     I  am  therefore  for  altering." 

Lord  Justice  Clerk. — *'  Of  same  opinion." 

Lord  Rskqrove. — ^*  Of  same  opinion.*' 

Lord  Dreghorn. — <^  Of  same  opinion.** 

Lord  Oraio. — *'  Of  same  opinion.    It  is  not  properly  demnnage, 
but  damage." 

Vide  President  Campbell's  Session  Papers,  vol.  Izzii. 
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to  porl  from  contrary  winds,  yet  no  demurrage  lies  for  the       i-^^q^ 
consequence  of  that  return  ;  for  that  would  be  to  hold  the 


appellants  liable  for  the  contrary  winds,  and  the  frost  set- <'AMisftoif,  &c. 
ting  in.     And  the  usage  and  practice  of  merchants,  and  the      i.^Jnis 
evidence  produced,  that  this  claim  ceases  when  the  vessel  is 
loaded  for  sea,  is  decisive  of  the  present  question. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent. — By  the  original  bargain  of 
affreightment,  the  ship  ought  to  have  been  loaded  and  ready 
for  sailing  by  the  1st  of  September;  and,  having  to  wait  for  her 
cargo,  it  not  being  ready  when  she  arrived,  she  would  have 
proceeded  without  it,  after  her  lay  days  had  expired,  had  she 
not  been  detained  by  the  desire  of  Atkins,  E.  Regail  &  Co. 
for  the  cargo.  And  as  when  she  did  receive  that  cargo,  and 
proceeded  to  sea,  it  was  no  fault  of  the  master,  but  because 
of  contrary  winds,  and  the  frost  setting  in,  that  she  did  not 
make  out  her  voyage,  and  as  this  would  not  have  happened 
had  her  cargo  been  ready  at  the  time  stipulated,  because, 
had  she  sailed  on-  1st  September,  it  is  presumable  that  no 
such  disasters  would  have  happened,  the  damage  must 
therefore  fall  on  the  appellants. 

Lord  Chamcellor  Louohboubgh  said, 
"  My  Lords, 

^^  The  appellants  in  this  case  were  sued  to  make  good  a  claim  of 
demurrage,  stated  to  have  been  incurred  by  the  detention  of  a  ship 
belonging  to  the  respondent,  freighted  by  the  appellants  to  bring  a 
cargo  of  tallow  home  from  the  Baltic,  the  ship  having  been  detained 
daring  the  winter  of  1787,  by  the  severity  of  the  weather,  and  the 
setting  in  of  the  frost. 

**  I  am  not  able  to  concur  with  the  judgment  and  opinion  given 
in  this  question  by  the  Court  of  Session,  though  the  judges  were 
unanimous.     One  of  the  judges,  indeed,  at  one  period,  pronounced  Lord  Justice 
an  interlocutor  in  favour  of  the  appellants ;  but  he  afterwards  coin-  ^      (Mac- 
cided  in  opinion  with  the  other  judges,  when  the  final  interlocutor 
was  pronounced. 

*^  The  circumstances  of  the  present  case  are  as  follow: — ^The  ap- 
pellants, in  1 7879  were  informed  by  Messrs.  Atkins  and  Son  of  London, 
tiiat  their  partners,  Messrs.  Atkins,  Begail  &  Co.  of  St.  Petersbuigh, 
had  made  a  purchase  of  a  quantity  of  tallow,  deliverable  in  August, 
'vrhich  they  conceived  might  suit  the  appellants ;  they  state  the  prices, 
and  intimated  that  if  the  terms  were  agreed  to,  they  must  be  paid  in 
csash,  to  answer  the  drafts  of  the  partners  in  St.  Petersburgh.  Upon 
tlie  prospect  of  that  adventure,  the  appellants  agreed  to  take  150 
tons  of  this  tallow,  at  the  prices  mentioned,  and  to  put  Messrs.  Atkins 
Sc  Son  in  cash,  to  answer  the  drafts  of  their  correspondents.     Advice 

VOL.  111.  2  K 


498    CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

1796.       was  also  sent  to  the  partners  at  St.  Petersbnigh,  bj  the  appdloiits, 
and  in  a  letter  from  Atkins,  Regail  &  Co.,  which  was  the  last  on 


jAviBsoN,  &c.  tJi^  agreement  for  the  purchase,  it  appears  that  they  are  content  with 
LAUBiB.      ^^®   price,  and  they  state,  ^We  shall  expect  shipping  for  it  in 
^  August  next.' 

*^  The  appellants,  having  full  reliance  that  the  tallow  would  be 
ready  for  delivery  accordingly,  and  having  supplied  the  house  m 
London  with  money  in  advance,  they  proceeded  to  freight  a  ship  be- 
longing to  the  respondent,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  home  their 
purchase.  The  tallow  was  their  principal  object  in  sending  to  the 
Baltic,  though  it  did  not  complete  the  lading ;  and  the  shipmaster  wss 
provisionally  allowed  to  bring  home  also  forty  tons  of  iron,  and  fiftf 
or  sixty  tons  of  goods ;  and,  if  wanted,  he  might  also  ship  a  quantity  of 
deals  and  battens  for  the  appellants.  About  these  last,  ho^irever, 
from  the  terms  in  which  they  are  mentioned,  it  is  very  plain  that 
the  appellants  were  indifferent;  and  that  the  order  was  given  with  no 
view  but  that  the  cargo  should  be  complete^  and  for  none  of  & 
articles  was  the  vessel  to  be  detained  a  single  day.  To  the  taDov 
was  the  shipmaster's  attention  particularly  directed.  No  charter 
party  was  entered  into  between  the  freighters  and  the  shipinaster, 
nor  is  there  written  evidence  of  the  specified  terms  of  agreement  be- 
tween them.  It  does  not  appear  what  freight  was  agreed  to  be  paid« 
but  this  matter  was  settled  by  the  parties^  and  did  not  enter  into  the 
dispute  between  them. 

*'  But  though  there  was  no  charter  party,  there  were  still  written 
documents  of  this  agreement.  The  master  was  furnished  with  a  let- 
ter of  instructions,  from  which  the  views  of  parties  appear.  Tbii 
letter  informs  him  that  he  was  addressed  to  Atkins  &  Co.  of  St. 
Petersburgb,  that  they  would  ship  with  him  100  tons  of  tallow,  that 
he  has  a  provisional  order  for  forty  tons  of  iron,  if  U  could  be  skipptd 
in  time;  and  that  he  was  permitted  to  take  general  goods  to  the 
amount  of  forty  or  fifty  tons,  but  the  ship  tvas  not  to  be  detained  for 
them,  and  this  letter  contained  this  direction  : — '  Observe,  yon  mast 
*'  get  cleared,  and  sail  before  the  1st  of  September,  new  style/  and 
the  reason  for  this  is  given, — *  As  the  premiums  of  insoianoe  aA> 
'  vance  greatly  after  that  date.' — '  About  this  we  write  particokzlf 

*  to  Messrs.  Atkins,  Regail  &  Co.,  and  we  hope  they  will  attend  to 
*it' 

*^  The  letter  to  be  delivered  to  Atkins,  Regail  &  Co.  was  ia 
the  same  terms,  and  it  repeats  and  enforces  the  injunction,  whi^  is 
imperative, — *  As  our  insurance  advances  greatly  on  the  Ist  of  Sep- 

*  tember,  and  again  on  the  18th  ditto,  new  style,  you  must  have  him 
^  cleared  by  that  time.' 

'^  The  ship  accordingly  proceeded  on  her  voyage,  and  arrived  m 
St.  Petersburgh  in  the  end  of  July,  but  the  tallow,  which  was  tbe 
principal  object,  had  not  arrived  there  from  Siberia,  and  Atkin  &  C<^ 
when  complained  to  of  this,  returned  an  answer,  which  came  vety  31 
from  them, — that  the  ship  had  been  dispatched  too  soon.    The  ship. 
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therefore,  was  obliged  to  remaiDy  as  there  was  no  cargo  but  the  tallow,        Viac. 
which,  at  that  period  of  the  voyage,  she  could  proceed  with  home- 


LAUBIB. 


,  ^  The  month  of  Aagust  wearing  out  apace,  and  no  appearance  of  v. 

the  tallow,  the  shipmaster  appears  to  hare  been  in  doubt  what 
course  to  take,  but  takes  a  formal  protest  against  Atkins,  Regail 
&  Co.,  for  not  having  loaded  him  according  to  his  instructions, — a 
TCij  regular  and  prudent  step  on  his  part, — and  continues  to  wait. 

**  I  apprehend  the  master  had  conceiyed  himself  bound  not  to 
come  awaj  without  the  tallow,  but  no  power  could  hare  hindered 
him  from  doing  so.  And  Atkins  and  Begail,  who  were  the  corre- 
apondents,  and  not  the  agents  of  the  freighters,  would,  in  the  case  of 
his  coming  away,  hare  been  liable  to  the  appellants,  for  non-per- 
formance of  contract  and  damages.  Though  the  agreement  of  the 
respondent  was  to  this  extent,  that  the  shipmaster  was  the  servant 
of  the  freighters,  and  acting  for  those  who  were  liable  to  the  owner 
for  the  consequences. 

**  The  master,  who  appears  to  hare  been  rery  actire,  complains 
Tcry  sensibly  to  the  owner  of  the  want  of  a  charter  party :  *  No 
*  man,'  says  he,  *  ought  ever  to  come  here  without  a  charter  party ; 
*•  if  he  does,  he  is  a  fool.'  The  idea,  I  belieTe,  had  occurred  of  gene- 
ral freight  being  due  to  the  owner,  to  which,  in  my  apprehension, 
he  was  entitled.  Freight  must  haye  been  paid  to  him,  and  the  freigh- 
ters would  have  had  remedy  against  the  shipper  for  breach  of  con- 
tract, according  to  the  terras  of  that  contract.  But,  the  ship  being 
freighted  for  a  giyen  space,  the  shipmaster  was  not  bound  to  remain 
longer,  but  might  haye  come  away,  and  the  owner  haye  had  his 
remedy  against  the  shipper.  Unfortunately,  howeyer,  he  stays,  and 
traits  for  the  tallow;  and  here  I  must  remark^  that  he  was  not  lucky 
enough  to  get  any  writing  from  Atkins,  Regail  &  Co.  ordering  his 
stay,  or  to  show  that  any  attempt  was  made  by  them  to  preyent 
his  going.  But  what  could  they  have  done  ?  They  had  no  autho- 
nty  oyer  the  captain,  and  the  owner  would  haye  had  his  remedy. 
They,  indeed,  the  captain  depones,  insisted  upon  his  staying  for  the 
tallow,  and  he  submits  to  their  opinion.  There  was  no  new  con- 
tract entered  into,  but  Atkins  and  Regail  must  haye  either  been 
hound  to  the  owner  for  the  detention/  or  the  shipmaster  must  have 
acted  wrong. 

^  The  captain  waits, — ^the  tallow  at  last  arriyes,  and  the  captain 
haying  used  all  expedition,  receiyes^the  cargo  on  board,  and  sets  sail. 
About  forty  other  yessels  sailed  at  the  same  time  ;  of  these  thirteen 
make  out  the  yoyage,  but  some  twenty  or  more,  among  which  the 
respondent's  yessel  is  one,  put  back,  and  that  without  any  fault  be- 
ing imputable  to  the  shipmaster,  and  the  frost  setting  in,  he  is  pre- 
yented  from  leaying  the  Baltic;  he  winters  at  Cronstadt,  and  does 
not  get  home  till  June  in  the  following  year. 

**  Upon  these  facts  the  action  in  the  present  case  was  founded. 
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1796.        a^d  in  it  the  respondent  insisted  against  the  appellants,  in  ^e  first 
place,  for  freight;  bat  this  part  of  the  claim  was  afterwards  adjiuted« 


JAMIX80N,  &c.  as  I  have  already  mentioned^  between  the  parties  ;  and,  2d,  for  de- 
LAURIE.  niurrag®>  or  damages  for  detention  of  the  ship  at  Cronstadt.  Whet 
this  question  came  first  to  be  decided  by  the  Judge  of  the  Admiralty 
Court,  he  mentioned  as  the  ground  of  his  decree,  which  was  in 
favour  of  the  respondent,  that  the  extraordinary  detention  of  (be 
vessel  at  Cronstadt,  which  ultimately  occasioned  her  detention  then, 
arose  by  the  fault  of  Atkins,  Regail  &  Co.,  for  whom  the  appellants 
were  answerable,  and  in  this  manner  the  cause  was  ultimately  de- 
termined by  the  Court  of  Session.  It  probably  was  owing  to  the 
detention  of  the  tallow  that  the  ship  was  detained,  and  for  this 
Atkins  and  Regail  were  answerable  in  damages. 

<^  That  damage  was  liable  to  be  paid  to  the  owners  for  the  deten- 
tion of  the  vessel,  was  never  doubted  in  this  case  to  be  matter  of  law; 
but  the  answer  made  by  the  freighter  is  also  well  known  law,  namely, 
that  after  the  commencement  of  the  voyage,  no  claim  for  damages 
could  be  made.  This  question  has,  in  the  present  case,  been  modi 
agitated,  and  distinctly  argued  at  the  bar,  and  it  was  agreed  on  both 
sides,  that  there  was  no  claim  for  damages  after  commencement  of 
the  voyage. 

''  But  it  was  said  for  the  respondent,  that  the  proceedings  in  die 
Court  below,  and  interlocutors  pronounced  in  favour  of  the  respon- 
dent, might  be  supposed  to  be  for  damages  on  account  of  the  deten- 
tioD.  But  I  cannot  distinguish  between  the  damages  suggested, 
and  demurrage  in  this  case.  The  term  demurrage  is  genenlly 
applied  to  the  sum  liquidated  between  a  freighter  and  owner,  ante- 
cedently settled  in  a  charter  party.  The  ship  is  to  be  loaded  by 
such  a  day,  and  days  for  demurrage  are  appointed,  and  the  sum 
specified  to  be  paid  for  those  days,  without  regard  to  the  actsal 
damage ;  but  if  there  is  no  agreement  betwixt  the  parties,  the  warn 
paid  for  detention  is  exactly  in  the  same  proportion  as  where  it  is 
liquidated  betwixt  themselves  as  to  freight. 

''  I  have  such  respect  for  the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinair, 
of  the  11th  December  1792,  which  was  af^rwards  departed  from, 
as  to  think  that,  in  matter  of  law,  it  was  well  founded ;  and  as  tlisi 
is  a  question  of  very  general  importance,  I  shall  in  few  words  state 
my  ideas  upon  it. 

*^  The  law  of  demurrage  for  detention  is  reasonable,  as  I  know 
it  to  be  general  law,  and  there  are  no  circumstances  to  take  this  cMe 
out  of  the  general  rule.  This  general  rule  too  was  fully  proved  to  be 
the  understanding  of  merchants  in  the  proof  taken  in  the  cause. 
There  are  two  modes  of  freighting  a  ship, — Ist,  Where  a  ship  is 
hired  at  so  much  per  month,  and  where  hired  for  time,  no  damages 
are  incurred  for  detention.  2d,  Where  a  ship  is  hired  for  a 
sum  to  complete  a  voyage;  and  this  is  the  more  common 
and  the  mode  of  the  voyage  in  question. 
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**  Charter  parties  rasj  with  regard  to  the  sum  payable,  aooording        1796. 
to  the  extent  or  risk  of  the  vojage,  and  by  these,  the  consideration 


to  be  giren  by  the  freighter  must  be  govemed.     But  there  is  also  a^^"*^*^**^*"'  ^^ 

material  consideration,  namely,  when  the  homeward  voyage  is  to  com-      ladeib. 

mence;  for  yoyages  are  much  shorter  and  safer  at  one  season  of  the 

year  than  at  another,  and  there  is  a  consequent  difference  in  the  rate 

of  insurance.    Thus,  in  the  West  India  trade,  there  are  different  rates 

of  insurance  paid  for  different  periods.     The  first  is  about  the  25th 

of  July,  or  1st  August,  when  the  rate  of  insurance  is  smaller ;  and 

the  next  sometime  in  September,  when  it  is  higher ;  this  is  of  course, 

because,  by  setting  off  at  the  first  period,  the  voyage  will  be  made 

out  more  early  in  the  season,  and  later  if  commenced  at  the  second 

period. 

**  So,  in  the  Baltic  trade,  the  early  voyage  must  be  commenced 
bj  the  1st  of  September,  after  that  the  insurance  rises  at  two  several 
times  or  periods.  In  the  present  case,  the  respondent's  ship  was 
freighted  for  the  first  period,  the  voyage  to  be  commenced  at  low 
insurance  on  1st  September,  when  the  freighter  had  assurance,  and 
the  shipmaster  had  assurance  that  the  cargo  would  be  ready.  If 
a  charter  party  had  been  made  in  this  case,  and  the  ship  had  been 
detained  after  the  running  days,  then  demurrage  would  have  been 
due  to  the  owner.  ' 

**  By  the  first  of  September,  the  cargo  then  was  to  have  been 
loaded,  and  demurrage  has  been  distinctly  claimed  from  that  date 
till  the  commencement  of  the  second  voyage.  But  I  am  by  no  means 
clear,  that  demurrage  in  this  case  was  due  after  the  first  of  Septem- 
ber. The  captain,  proceeding  in  this  case  to  load  the  ship,  must  be 
considered  in  a  question  between  the  owner  and  freighter,  as  the 
servant  of  the  owner  ;  and,  in  all  questions  between  the  o^ner  and 
shipper,  he  must  be  considered  as  the  servant  of  the  freighter.  As 
the  cargo  was  not  ready  in  time,  he  was  to  judge,  from  the  docu- 
ments and  means  of  knowledge  in  his  power,  of  the  degree  of  peril 
in  the  voyage,  and  he  might  have  refused  to  take  it  if  he  thought 
proper. 

*' The  captain  might  think  it  right  to  wait  for  the  tallow;  but  he  might 
also  think  demurrage  a  good  thing  in  determining  his  option,  especially 
as  there  were  forty  other  captains  who  seemed  to  have  judged  it  pro- 
per to  act  as  he  did.  After  he  gets  the  tallow,  it  appears  he  was 
very  active,  and  did  every  thing  in  his  power  to  get  away.  As  he 
agreed,  however,  to  take  the  cargo,  and  sailed,  it  cannot  be  con- 
sidered in  any  other  view  than  as  a  prolongation  of  the  one  term 
appointed  for  sailing ;  and,  by  sailing,  when  he  did,  on  the  29th 
October,  it  must  be  considered  that  he  undertook  to  perform  it  on 
the  same  risk  as  if  it  had  been  commenced  on  1st  September. 
A  contrary  rule  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  totally  hostile  and  destruc- 
tire  to  commerce,  if  the  freighters  were  to  be  liable  for  any  misfor- 
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«*oG         ^^'^^  ^^^^  might  happen  to  the  vessel  which  had  sailed  after  such  t 
prolongation,  as  in  this  case.     If  the  ship  should  have  been  lost,  or 


jAMiKsoN  &c.  detained,  after  sailing  on  29th  October,  in  my  opinion,  no  other  ac- 

v>  tion  would  lie  against  the  freighters  than  if  she  had  been  lost  or 

LAUBiE.      (ietained  after  sailing  on  1st  September.     Aitkins  and  Regail  wcr 

to  blame  for  the  delay  in  the  cargo;  but  the  captain,  who,  as  to  then, 

was  the  agents  of  the  freighters,  took  the  caigo  at  last,  and  agreed  to 

sail. 

^'  If  the  ship  had  sailed  on  the  1st  September,  it  is  probable  tLsk 
she  might  have  made  out  the  voyage  ;  but  the  freighters  caimot  bs 
considered  to  be  the  insurer  of  the  safety  or  endurance  of  the  Toy- 
age ;  of  these,  the  owner  himself  must  form  his  judgment,  and  act 
accordingly. 

''*  If,  in  law,  detention  shall  entitle  the  owner  to  demnnage,  after 
commencement  of  the  voyage,  for  the  length  of  it,  or  any  loss  sus- 
tained by  the  owner,  the  detention  for  one  day  must  have  the  ssae 
effect  as  a  detention  for  two  months.  And,  in  this  case,  where  then 
was  a  precise  contract,  if  the  master  had  sailed  sooner  than  he  did,  but 
after  the  1st  September,  and  the  ship  had  been  detained,  the  same 
consequences,  by  this  way  of  reasoning,  would  follow  upon  the 
freighters.  But  were  the  law  so,  it  would  be  impossible  for  the  mer- 
chant to  know  at  what  risk  he  was  undertaking  to  freight  the  ship, 
and  trade  could  not  be  carried  on  with  safety*. 

'<  Here  the  ship  was  freighted  at  low  insurance,  to  sail  at  the  eaily 
period,  and  not  being  then  loaded,  the  master  acted  right  in  tskiBg 
the  protest  which  he  did.  There  was  no  order  to  control  his  Hay, 
although  the  ship  might  not  even  have  been  bound  by  such  order. 
But  as  Atkin  &  Co.  were  not  the  agents  of  the  freighters,  hot  id- 
verse  contracting  parties,  Jamieson  &  Co.  would  not  have  been  bond 
by  their  acts,  but  the  owner  might  have  had  damages  against  then. 

*'  The  captain,  however,  rashly  agrees  to  wait.  I  do  not  mean  to  m^ 
pute  any  blame  to  him— -it  was  a  mistaken  idea  of  his  orden.  Btt 
this  conduct  has  been  most  unfortunate  for  the  freighters  ;  if  he  had 
come  away  in  September,  the  appellants,  who,  it  was  agreed  on  aQ 
sides,  were  totally  free  from  blame,  would  hare  sustained  no  kw. 
But,  by  the  captain's  acting  as  he  did,  very  considerable  loss  has 
arisen  to  the  freighters  by  the  detention  of  their  tallow,  and  a  faXL  is 
the  price  of  that  article,  by  which  they  are  sufferers  to  the  amool 
of  near  £1200,  as  seems  admitted  by  the  respondent. 

"  In  the  course  of  the  argument,  it  was  taken  for  granted  by  ^ 
respondent,  that  the  appellants  would  be  entitled  to  recover  fran 
Atkins  and  Ilegail  the  damages  that  had  been  occasioned  bj  their 
bad  conduct.  But  this  was  impossible,  after  the  captain  receiTcdtfae 
cargo  on  board,  and  agreed  to  sail. 

"  I  have,  therefore,  to  propose  to  your  Lordships,  that  the  whole 
interlocutors  complained  of  by  the  appellants  may  be  reverted,  md 
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tbe  parties  will  then  return  to  the  Court  of  Session  and  settle  the       1796. 
quantum  of  demunage,  in  terms  of  the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Or- 


dinaiy  of  1 1th  December  1792.  fbbgusom,  &c. 

"  It  is  necessary  for  me  to  state,  howerer,  respecting  that  inter-  *' 

locutor,  that  though  it  is  perfectly  correct  in  finding  that  the  demur-  hbbom  &  co. 
rage  ceases  on  the  day  of  sailing,  and  the  detention  was  a  casus  for* 
tuitusy  which  must  fall  upon  the  owners,  yet  his  Lordship  was  mis- 
taken in  resting  this  judgment  upon  the  opinions  of  the  merchants 
examined  in  this  cause,  and  not,  as  it  ought  to  have  been,  on  the 
foundation  of  general  law.** 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  several  interlocutors  com- 
plained in  the  appeal  be  reversed.  And  it  is  further 
ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord 
Ordinary,  of  the  11th  December  1792,  be  affirmed : 
And  it  is  farther  ordered,  that  the  cause  be  remitted 
back  to  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland  to  proceed 
according  to  the  said  interlocutor  of  the  11th  Decem- 
ber 1792. 

For  Appellants,  J.  Adair.    Wm.  Adam. 

For  Respondent,  Sir  J.  ScotU  -B-  Dundaa^  Geo.  Ferguson. 


Charles  Ferguson,  John  Fordyce,  Wm.'J 

Gemmell,  and  DuNcfXN  Davidson,  Esqs*  (     .      7/     #  . 
of  London,  Trustees  of  the  late  Andrew (     ""  * 

Grant,  Esq.  of  Granada,  .        .         ^ 

Douglas,  Heron  &  Co.,  and  their  Factor,         Respondents, 

House  of  Lords,  11th  November  1796. 

Skxrnnial  Prescription — Interruption — Foreign  Administra- 
TOBS« — Forum. — (1.)  Held,  in  counting  the  six  years  of  the  sex- 
ennial prescription,  that  the  terminus  a  quo  in  reckoning  the  period, 
is  from  the  last  day  of  grace  after  the  bill  falls  due.  (2.)  Also  held, 
in  the  special  circumstances  of  this  case,  that  English  admini- 
strators residing  in  England,  acting  under  an  English  will,  prored  in 
the  Prerogatixe  Court  of  Ganterbuiy,  in  reference  to  an  estate  in 
Granada,  and  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Session,  were 
not  liable  to  be  called  to  account  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Scotland, 
reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session ;  but  opinion  ex- 
pressed, that  the  Court  of  Session  were  quite  competent  to  judge 
in  a  case  where  either  the  persons  of  the  executors,  or  the  effects 
of  the  deceased,  are  within  their  jurisdiction,  no  matter  where  the 
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1796.  will  was  made  or  prored.   And  opinion  indicated,  that  the  present 

question,  and  the  justice  of  this  case,  lay  in  these  executors  hn- 

FBRoa&OMy&c.  £j|g  nothing  to  do  with  Baron  Grant,  the  debtor  in  these  bills; 

DOUGLAS  ^^^  VLutil  &  conuection  was  established  between  him  and  Andrew, 

HuaoM  &  CO.  no  claim  could  lie  against  the  latter  s  executors. 

Baron  Grant  accepted  two  bills  for  £500  each,  to  John 
Fordyce,  Esq.,  which  bills  being  indorsed  by  Fordyceto 
the  respondents,  bankers  in  Ayr,  were  protested  when  thej 
fell  due,  on  23d  July  1772,  (being  the  third  day  of  grace), 
for  nonpayment. 

Baron  Grant  having  died  without  paying  these  bills,  action 
was  raised  on  23d  July  1778,  against  his  brother,  Andrew 
Grant  of  Granada,  ou  the  passive  titles,  and  likewise  against 
Mr.  Fordyce,  as  drawer  of  the  bills.  In  defence,  Fordyce  pro- 
duced a  discharge,  and  Mr.  Grant  denied  that  he  represented 
bis  brother.  Matters  thus  stood,  when  Andrew  Grant  ak> 
died.  The  action  was  again  renewed  in  1790,  by  a  summons 
of  wakening  against  his  widow  and  children,  but  not  pro- 
ceeded with,  as  the  heir  of  Andrew  Grant  offered  to  renouoce 
his  succession.  In  1792  the  present  action  was  raised  against 
his  trustees,  the  appellants,  who  all  resided  in  London,  and 
who  had  taken  out  letters  of  administration  in  the  Prerogatire 
Court  of  Canterbury.  The  defences  stated  were, — 1.  That 
the  appellants  being  foreign  administrators,  residing  inEng- 
land,  and  acting  under  letters  of  administratiou  obtuoed 
from  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury,  in  regard  to 
foreign  estate  situated  in  the  island  of  Granada,  were  not 
liable  to  be  called  on  to  account  for  their  intromissions 
with  that  estate  by  the  Courts  in  Scotland.  2.  The  bills 
were  prescribed.  3.  They  were  discharged,  because  Douglas, 
Heron  &  Co.  had  ranked  on  John  Fordyce's  sequestrated 
estate  upon  them,  had  accepted  a  composition  in  full,  and 
had  discharged  the  debt.  Answered  :  1.  It  has  been  settled 
in  the  case  of  Morrison  v.  Kerr,  Feb.  1790,  (M.  p.  4601), 
that  an  English  administrator  might  be  sued  in  the  courts 
of  Scotland.  2.  That  the  bills  were  not  prescribed.  That 
it  was  sufficient  to  commence  action  within  six  years  of  the 
last  day  of  grace,  counting  the  said  six  years  in  terms  of  the 
statute  1772  : — '*  From  and  after  the  terms  at  which  the 
**  sums  in  the  said  bills  or  notes  became  exigible.'*  The  bilb 
here  being  dated  16th  May  1772,  at  sixty- five  days  date, 
they  became  due  upon  the  20th  July  1772,  and  the  sum- 
mons being  executed  on  23d  July  1778,  that  is,  not  till  six 
years  and  three  days  after  the  bills  had  become  due,  it  was 
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raised  within  the  six  years  within  the  meaning  of  the  statnte.       1796. 
Besides,  even  if  prescription  applied,  it  was  interrupted  by 


the  claim  entered  upon  the  bills  in  the  sequestration  of  Mr.  "aousoN,  &c. 
Fordyce's  estate,  in  consequence  of  which  a  payment  was  ©ouglab, 
made  upon  them  in  1775,  it  being  provided  in  terms  of  the  heron  &  co. 
act  1783,  §  36  :  '*  That  the  making  production  of  the  grounds 
*'  of  debt,  along  with  the  oath,  shall  have  the  same  effect 
'*  as  to  interrupting  prescription  of  every  kind,  from 
'*  the  period  of  such  production,  as  if  a  proper  action 
*'  had  been  raised  on  the  said  grounds  of  debt  against 
*'  the  bankrupt,  and  against  the  trustee."  3.  That 
the  discharge  by  the  composition  paid  on  Fordyce,  the 
drawer's  estate,  did  not  relieve  and  discharge  the  accep- 
tor, against  whom  full  recourse  was  reserved.  Replied  : 
1.  That  though  it  had  been  decided  in  the  case  of  Morrison, 
that  an  English  executor  might  be  sued  in  Scotland,  this 
depends  on  the  facts  of  the  case ;  and  the  facts  of  that  case 
are  totally  different  from  those  here.  Mr.  Grant's  estate  is 
situated  in  the  island  of  Granada,  subject  to  the  laws  of 
England.  The  administrators,  although  they  were  some- 
times in  Scotland,  their  chief  residence  was  in  England, 
where  the  administration  was  still  going  on,  whereas,  in 
Morrison's  case,  the  funds  were  all  collected,  and  brought 
to  Scotland,  and  the  administrator  was  residing  there ;  so 
that  Morrison's  case  can  have  no  application  to  the  present. 
2d.  That  it  was  by  no  means  so  clear,  that  ii^  counting  the 
running  of  the  six  years,  the  three  days  of  grace  are  not  to  . 
be  excluded,  because,  it  is  obvious,  that  protest  may  be 
taken,  and  diligence  raised,  within  the  days  of  grace,  against 
the  acceptor,  a  fact  inconsistent  with  the  supposition  that 
the  contents  of  the  bill  are  not  then  '*  exigible ;"  and  as  to  the 
interruption  pleaded,  on  the  ground  of  the  debt  having  been 
ranked  onMr.  Fordyce's  estate,  it  is  clear  that  the  respondents 
are  not  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  clause  of  the  act  1783, 
because  they  had  never  produced  their  grounds  of  debt,  or 
oath  of  verity,  in  terms  of  the  statute  quoted.  But,  suppos- 
ing it  to  be  a  good  interruption  in  any  question  with  Mr. 
Fordyce,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  interruption  as  to  him, 
the  drawer  of  the  bill,  was  a  good  interruption  as  to  the 
'acceptor.  And,  3.  The  payment  of  composition  and  discharge, 
was  doing  diligence  certainly  against  Fordyce,  the  drawer 
of  the  bill ;  but  diligence  used  against  A,  the  drawer,  is  not 
diligence  used  against  B,  the  acceptor,  to  whom  it  is  res  inter 
ulioe^  and  the  acceptor  B  has,  therefore,  nothing  to  do  with  it. 

The  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor: — **  Find  that  No?.  19, 1793. 
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1796. 


"  the    time    requisite    for    completing    the    preseription 

FKRGcsoN  &c."  ^"  question,  only  began  to  run  from  the  third  or  last 

9.    '      *'  day  of  grace ;  and  therefore  repel  the  plea  of  prescription, 

HRRON  "fc^'     "  pleaded  for  the  petitioner ;  repel  also  the  objection  stated 

'*  to  the  competency  of  this  Court :  find  the  defenders,  who 

*'  have  accepted  of  the  trust,  liable  in  the  sums  pursued  for, 

'*  and  decern ;  but,  in  respect  it  is  alleged  by  Mr.  Fordyce 

"  that  be  never  accepted  of  said  trust,  and  not  denied  bj 

*'  the    other    party,   assoilzie   him  from  this  action,  and 

**  decern."  •      Several  orders  were  then   pronounced,  of 

these  dates,  requirinir  the  trustees  to  produce  a  state  of 
No?  80 1793  '       T.         o  r 

Docl^  * 'their  accounts  of  their  intromissions  with  the  deceased  Mr 

Dec.  14, Grant's  estate,   but  they  declined,  whereupon  the  Lord 

Feb  u'  ~—  Ordinary,  to  whom  the  case  was  remitted,  of  the  latter 

Fch.  22, date,  22d  February  1794,  held  them  as  confessed  to  have  a 

JFeb.28, sufficiency  of  funds  to  pay  the  debt ;  and  on  two  repreflen- 

June  14,'  ZlZtationa  his  Lordship  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellants, — ^The  appellants  being  Eng- 
lish executors,  acting  under  an  English  will,  proved  in  the 
Prerogative  Court  of  Canterbury,  over  estates  situated  in 
Granada,  are  only  bound  to  account  for  their  actings  in  the 
Courts  of  England  ;  and  not  liable  to  be  called  in  an  action 
regarding  said  estate,  and  administration  in  the  Courts  of 
Scotland.  The  case  of  Cartwright  or  Buroughs  t^.  Sir 
Archibald  Grant,  11th  February,  1754,  affirmed  in  the 
Vide  aDte,ro].  House  of  Lords  on  the  cross  appeal,  18th  March  1755,  de- 
1.  p.  597.  cided  the  general  point,  that  an  English  administrator  was 
not  bound  to  account  in  Scotland.  And  the  case  of  Morrison, 
supposingit  to  have  been  welldetermincd,  is  not  applicable  to 
the  present  case,  because  there  the  English  administrator 
had  recovered  the  whole  estate  of  the  deceased,  carried  it 
to  Scotland,  and  had  fixed  his  residence  there ;  but  here 
the  appellants  reside  in  England,  and  are  in  the  course  of 

Interlocutor^  I9th  November  1793. 

Lord  President  Campbbll. — *'  There  are  two  points  here, — 1st, 
Whether  English  executors  or  trustees  are  accountable  here  ? 

"  They  are  accountable  every  where;  and  the  only  question  in  sQch 
cases  is.  Whether  the  Court  can  reach  them  with  effect?  In  thii' 
case  it  can,  some  of  them  being  not  only  resident,  but  having  heiit- 
able  property  here. 

«<  2d  point,  How  the  sexennial  prescription  of  bills  is  coonted. 
It  ought  not  to  begin  to  run'  till  the  day  after  the  expiiy  of  tlie 
three  days  of  grace;  and  further,  I  think  in  this  case,  it  has  been 
interrupted." — President  Campbell's  Session  Papers,  vol.  Ixxi. 
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executing  the  trust  reposed  in  them.   And  it  does  not  affeot       1796. 

this,  that  the  trustees  are  Scotchmen  by  birth,  and  some    " 

of  them  have  an  occasional  domicile  in  Scotland ;  because  r«*^""^*» 
the  /arum  originis  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  question,  DoroLis, 
and  occasional  residence  cannot  constitute  a  domicile.  "«****'  ^  ^' 
2.  But  even  if  the  action  could  be  maintained  at  all  in 
Scotland,  the  bills  founded  on  are  prescribed;  the  bills 
were  payable  on  20th  July  1772,  and  no  legal  step  was 
taken  until  23d  July  1778,  that  is,  six  years  and  three 
days  after  the  bill  became  due  and  exigible.  Besides, 
it  is  not  very  clear  whether  the  action  brought  on  the  last 
of  these  three  days  was  sufficient  interruption,  or  whether 
this  action  brought  in  Scotland  against  Mr.  Graiit  in  Gran* 
ada,  whose  domicile  was  there,  and  his  estate  there,  at  the 
tinne  it  was  raised,  was  good  for  any  purpose,  and  accord- 
ingly seems  to  have  been  abandoned  for  one  brought  in 
1790,  against  his  widow  and  children :  And,  3d,  The  in- 
terruption founded  on  the  claim  lodged  on  Mr.  Fordyce's 
sequestrated  estate,  could  not  have  the  effect  of  preserving 
the  claim  against  Baron  Grant.  On  the  contrary,  the  re- 
spondents having  agreed,  without  their  consent,  to  accept 
of  a  small  composition  in  full  of  their  claim  on  Mr.  Fordyce, 
have  made  the  debt  their  own ;  and,  consequently,  if  the 
action  in  1778  was  irregular,  and  the  second  action  in  1790, 
also  irregular,  and  the  claim  lodged  on  Mr.  Fordyce*s  se- 
questrated estate  ineffectual  to  preserve  the  claim  against 
prescription  as  to  Baron  Grant,  then  there  was  no  legal 
stop  taken,  down  to  the  raising  of  the  present  action,  in  order 
to  interrupt  that  prescription. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — The  competency  of  the 
Court  of  Session  to  try  this  question,  cannot  admit  of  doubt. 
The  appellants,  although  English  administrators,  under  an 
English  wiU,  are  all  of  them  Scotsmen  by  birth,  and  some 
of  them  have  a  proper  domicile  in  Scotland ;  so  that  the 
Court  of  Session  was  both  their  forum  originis  and /orwm 
domicilii  ;  and  the  mere  circumstance  of  their  having  ob- 
tained letters  of  administration  in  England  ought  not  to 
alter  this  fact.  They  are  mere  trustees,  appointed  to  collect 
and  realize  his  funds,  and  to  pay  his  debts,  and  it  would  bo 
somewhat  extraordinary  if  a  creditor  in  Scotland  were  not 
entitled  to  call  on  these  administrators  to  pay  them  the 
debt  due  by  the  deceased,  the  more  especially  where  the 
trustees,  although  chiefly  residing  in  London,  have  resi- 
dences in  Scotland,  where  they  occasionally  reside;  accord- 
inglj)  ill  the  case  of  Morrison  and  Ker,  the  Court  of  Ses- 
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1796.       fiion  repelled  the  objection  to  their  jurisdiction,  stated  bj 
an  English  administrator,  called  in  a  suit  before  them.    2. 


FBBGusoN,  &c.  rpj^^  yjjg  j^^  guostion  aro  not  prescribed.    They  are  in  full 
DOUGLAS,     force,  because,  as  the  terminus  a  quo  of  the  sexennial  pre- 

HBBON  &  CO.  gcription  is  counted,  and  runs  from  the  last  day  of  grace 
after  the  bill  becomes  ^'  exigible,"  a  summons  for  payment 
of  the  debt  was  executed  on  23d  July  1778,  which  was 
within  the  six  years,  computing  from  the  last  day  of  grace, 
which  was  sufficient  interruption.  3.  It  was  also  inter- 
rupted by  the  proceedings  regarding  the  claim  on  Mr. 
Fordyce,  the  drawer's  sequestrated  estate,  where  it  wu 
ranked,  and  a  composition  paid ;  and,  according  to  tbe 
the  law  of '  Scotland,  proceedings  against  one  of  the  obli- 
gants  in  the  debt  was  sufficient  to  interrupt  prescription 
against  the  other  co-obligants,  and  therefore  excluded  pre- 
scription as  to  Baron  Grant,  and  preserved  the  claim  against 
all  concerned. 
After  hearing  counsel. 

Lord  Chancellor  Lottghborough  said, 
"I^My  Lords, 

*^  This  is  a  case  in  which  bad  premises  seem  to  have  been  set  vp, 
from  which  do  conclusion  could  be  drawn. 

*'  In  1772»  a  period  of  considerable  distress  in  Scotland,  this 
transaction  took  its  rise.  Tvro  bills  of  £500  each,  dated  the  16di 
May  177i2>  were  drawn  by  Mr.  Fordyce,  then  a  merchant  in  Edin- 
burgh, and  accepted  by  Mr.  Grant,  one  of  the  Barons  of  the  Ex- 
chequer, at  sixty-five  days'  date,  and,  when  due,  were  protested  for 
nonpayment. 

^^  It  does  not  appear  that  any  step  was  taken  against  the  acceptor 
of  these  bills  during  his  life.  In  1773,  Fordyce,  the  drawer,  had 
some  arrangement  with  his  creditors,  in  which  a  sequestration  took 
place,  and  in  that  sequestration  the  said  bills  were  founded  on  by 
Douglas,  Heron  &  Co.,  the  respondents,  then  the  holders  of  them, 
but  of  what  nature  their  appearance  was,  is  of  little  consequence  to 
the  present  question.  The  respondents,  howerer,  receiyed  a  diti- 
dend  of  6s.  6d.  in  the  pound,  and  thereupon  granted  a  release  as 
against  Fordyce. 

'^  The  next  move  in  this  business  is  in  1?7B>  Baron  Qnnt  being 
then  dead.  On  the  23d  July  177B,  which  was  the  last  day  of  six 
years  from  the  time  when  the  bills  fell  due,'  the  proceeding  com- 
mences in  the  Court  of  Session,  against  Andrew  Grant,  as  brother 
and  heir  to  the  late  Baron  Grant ;  and  this  is  the  first  and  only 
diligence  against  any  person  claiming  under  Baron  Grant  Andrew 
Grant  then  resided  in  Granada,  and  Baron  Grant  had  held  estatei 
there,  managed  by  his  brother.  An  appearance,  however,  was 
entered  for  Andrew,  and,  in  a  short  answer  giren  in  in  his  name^  to 
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was  stated,  that  he  was  not  heir  to  the  haron,  and  would  give  in  a        1796. 
renanciation ;  hut,  in  respect  of  his  residence  in  Granada,  that  he 


crared  time  for  this  purpose.    The  time  was  accordingly  enlarged  '■»ausoN,Scc. 
till  the  10th  of  December  1773*     Had  Andrew  renounced,  the     jyovaLJn^ 
creditors  in  that  suit  would  have  got  access  to  all  estate  of  the  heron  &  co. 
Baron  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  but  could  attach  no 
estate  in  Granada. 

*'  No  further  step,  however,  was  taken  in  the  action,  and  no  re- 
nunciation was  made.  Andrew  died  about  this  time ;  but  the  exact 
date  of  his  death  appears  not.' 

''  From  the  10th  December  177d>  the  last  mentioned  date  in  the 
chronology  of  this  cause,  it  stopped  for  ten  years,  till  1 790,  when  it 
was,  as  it  is  termed,  wakened.  It  had  all  this  while  been  considered 
as  asleep,  and  perhaps  it  might  have  been  as  well  had  it  never  been 
disturbed.  The  respondents,  however,  now  called  upon  the  widow 
and  children  of  Andrew  Grant,  in  the  action  which  was  wakened. 
What  was  the  reason  of  their  doing  so  I  cannot  imagine.  Andrew, 
in  the  former  action,  had  been  cited  as  heir  to  his  brother  the  Baron, 
but  this  seemed  to  be  going  out  of  the  line  of  heirsy  as  he  was  not  the 
next  heir  to  the  Baron. 

**  The  eldest  son  of  Andrew,  however,  repeats  that  he  is  ready  to 
renounce;  but  nothing  is  done  in  consequence.  Soon  afterwards, 
process  was  issued  in  the  Court  of  Session,  against  three  gentlemen 
in  England,  by  a  mode  known  and  practised  in  that  Court,  and 
against  one  in  Scotland,  as  writers  and  executors  of  a  will  made  by 
Andrew  Grant  in  Granada,  which  was  proved  by  them  in  the  Prero- 
gative Court  of  Canterbury.  An  appearance  was  entered  for  these 
trustees.  If  these  gentlemen  had  said, — We  do  not  represent 
Baron  Grant ;  we  have  no  effects  of  his;  we  are  ready  to  renounce 
all  estate  of  his ;  take  it,  and  welcome,  and  find  the  effects  of  your 
debtor  where  you  can^ — ^there  must  then  have  been  an  end  of  the 
action  against  them. 

*'  But,  unfortunately,  they  set  up  a  defence,  and  puzzled  themselves, 
and,  as  appears  from  the  proceedings,  they  puzzled  the  Court  too. 
Instead  of  showing  the  incompetency  of  the  action  as  against  them, 
they  set  up  a  defence  of  prescription,  and  contended  that  the  bills 
were  cut  off  by  the  limitation  of  six  years,  no  diligence  having  been 
done  in  that  period.  The  phrase  "  exigible"  in  the  statute,  they  con- 
tended, meant  not  the  last  day  of  grace;  but  the  last  day  specified 
in  the  bills  as  the  term  of  payment. 

**  That  argument  found  favour  in  the  first  instance,  and  the  Lord 
Ordinary  found  the  bills  to  be  prescribed.  The  respondents  brought 
this  interlocutor  under  review  of  the  Court,  by  a  reclaiming  petition, 
and  it  came  to  be  a  moot  point,  from  what  day  the  period  of  prescrip- 
tion was  to  be  computed. 

"  While  the  Court  is  a  good  deal  puzzled  with  this  question,  an- 
other point  is  suggested  by  the  respondents,  and  taken  up  by  the 
Court,  viz ,  that  part  of  the  sum  due  on  the  bills,  having  been  paid 
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1796.        in  Fordjce^s  sequestration,  the  prescription  was  interrapted.    But 
clear  I  am,  that  the  drawer  of  a  bill  is  quite  a  different  person  from 


FBRQusoN,  8eo.^Q  m^ep^Qf^  and  must  be  sued  separately,  and  the  holder  nrast 

DOUGLAS      ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^'  ^^°^  diligence  against  both.     What  was  done, 
BBROM  &  CO.  therefore^  against  Fordjce  the  drawer,  nerer  could  make  the  cms 
better  for  the  respondents. 

'*  The  Court  found  that  the  bills  were  not  prescribed,  but  the 
reason  upon  which  their  judgment  was  founded,  was  a  bad  one, 
namelj,  in  respect  of  the  claim  entered  in  the  sequestration  of  Mr. 
Fordjce's  estate.  The  Court,  however,  afterwards  corrected  this 
interlocutor,  and  found  that  the  prescription  onlj  run  from  the 
last  day  of  grace;  and  in  this  part  of  their  judgment  I  concur. 

**  Another  point  still  arose  in  this  cause,  on  the  part  of  the 
present  appellants.  Thej  said:  "  We  prore  the  will  in  the  Pr^rogatiTe 
*'  Court  of  Canterbury,  therefore  there  can  be  no  process  against  oi 
«<  in  Scotland." 

^  We  are  only  liable  to  account  in  the  Court  where  we  proved  the 
will,  and  where  we  found  surety.  This  was  not  rightly  alleged. 
There  could  be  no  suit  against  them  in  the  PrerogatiTe  Gomt  of 
Canterbury,  but  in  a  Court  of  Common  Law.  But,  I  must  obserre, 
that  by  the  manner  of  their  argument  on  this  point,  they  allowed 
that  they  were  liable  to  be  sued  as  executors  of  Baron  Grant 

^^  There  was  again  a  moot  point  before  the  Court ;  Whether  er 
not  they  had  jurisdiction,  as  in  this  case,  to  call  executors  to  aocoimt, 
where  the  will  was  proved  in  England  ?  On  the  one  side,  it  was 
contended,  that  It  was  a  case  already  adjudged  by  the  Court,  and 
affirmed  upon  appeal,  that  an  English  administrator  ctould  not  be  called 
to  account  in  Scotland  ;  and  for  this  a  case,  Burrough  v.  Grant,  wai 
Vide  Ante,  cited.  But,  upon  looking  into  this  case,  I  find  the  inference  made 
from  it  a  mistaken  one,  and  that  it  is  inapplicable  to  the  present 
question. 

*'  On  the  other  side,  a  case,  Morrison  v,  Ker,  was  relied  on,  where 
the  Court  of  Session  held,  that  an  English  executor  was  liable  to  he 
sued  for  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  deceased  in  his  hands  in  the 
Courts  of  law  in  Scotland.  But  that  case  also  does  not  apply  to 
the  present  question. 

^'  But  I  have  no  doubt  as  to  the  competency  of  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion, in  a  case  where  either  the  persons  of  executors,  or  effects  of 
the  deceased,  are  within  their  jurisdiction.  No  matter  where  the 
will  was  made  or  proved,  the  Court  has  full  jurisdiction,  and  could 
carry  their  judgment  into  effect.  And  this  might  even  be  where  a 
will  has  reference  to  the  law  of  England.  It  is  in  the  power  of  the 
Courts  of  Scotland  to  procure  information  as  to  the  rules  of  Engfisb 
law,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  Courts  of  law  here  take  cognizance 
of  the  laws  of  Scotland,  and  other  foreign  countries,  and  decide 
accordingly. 

«<  The  general  question,  in  my  opinion,  and  the  jostice  <ii  the 
case  is,  that  the  executors  had  noUiing  to  do  with  Baron  Grants  under 
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the  will  of  Andrew.   By  that  will  Andrew  makes  over  his  estates  in        1796. 
Granada  to  fire  trustees*  one  of  whom  does  not  act ;  therebj  a  trust 


was  created  for  payment  of  debts.    The  trustees  were  first  to  sell '■*<>^^^>'i  ^^' 
one  plantation,  and  then  to  stop,  if  the  creditors  would  consent*  if    ^  ^'  .. 
not,  they  were  empowered  to  proceed.    It  is  only  by  force  of  this  hkrom  &  co. 
will  that  the  demand  of  the  respondents,  in  this  case,  could  be 
made  against  the  estate  or  executors  of  the  deceased,  as  lands  and 
real  estate  in  Granada  are  not  subject  to  be  sold  for  simple  contract 
debts.     It  is  only  in  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of  that  will,  that  the 
respondents  could  haye   access  to  recourse  on  the   executors  of 
Andrew  Grant.    I  mean,  always  if  it  should  be  found  that  Andrew 
Grant  is  indebted  to  them. 

**  I  do  not  wish  to  state  my  opinion,  of  what  was  or  was 
not  competent  to  the  Court  of  Session,  as  to  bringing  parties  before 
them ;  but  the  question,  Whether  Andrew  Grant  was  truly  in- 
debted to  the  estate  of  his  brother  the  Baron,  has  not  yet  been  stated 
to  the  Court.  It  is  possible  that  Andrew  Grant's  estate  may  turn 
out  subject  to  the  payment  of  Baron  Grant's  debts. 

«  The  first  thing  to  be  done«  is  to  show  that  he  was  really  in- 
debted to  his  brother ;  and  when  this  is  done^  the  respondents  will 
find  that  they  are  entitled  to  a  benefit  they  were  not  aware  of.  By 
Andrew  Grant's  will,  a  trust  was  created  for  payment  of  debts, 
against  which,  no  prescription  does  run;  and  his  creditors  will  be  en- 
titled to  receiye  payment  out  of  this  trust,  of  what  shall  be  found  to 
be  truly  due  to  them. 

*'  But  the  Court  of  Session,  not  well  informed  in  these  matters, 
directed  payment  to  be  made  out  of  the  trust  of  an  individual  debt; 
but  in  this  decision  there  was,  in  my  opinion,  neither  reason  nor 
justice ;  it  was  precipitate.  It  might  cause  the  trust  funds  to  be  all 
paid  to  one  creditor.  The  cause  being  now  remitted  to  the  Lord 
Ordinary,  he  goes  on  to  give  decree  against  the  executors;  and  they 
baring  neglected  to  give  in  a  specification  of  the  trust  funds  in  their 
bands,  he  also  finds  them  liable  in  expenses,  a  thing  unheard  of 
before.*  These  decisions  (judgments  complained  of),  in  my  opinion, 
seem  to  be  in  erery  way  inept. 

"  It  is  not  my  wish  to  enter  into  any  matter  foreign  to  this  cause, 
or  which  has  not  been  agitated;  but  my  desire  to  see  matters  put 
upon  a  proper  footing,  induces  me  to  point  out  the  mode  that 
may  be  adopted.  Even  though  a  judgment  were  recovered  in  the 
Court  of  Session,  no  effect  could  be  attained  by  it,  as  the  effects  of  the 
deceased  are  out  of  their  jurisdiction.  The  proper  court  for  the  re- 
spondents to  bring  this  matter  to  an  issue  in,  is  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
and  there,  I  myself  know,  that  a  suit  is  now  depending,  with  regard 
to  this  very  estate  of  Andrew  Grant.  If  the  respondents  make 
their  claims  in  this  suit,  they  may  be  certain  of  receiving  that  mate- 

*  Here  Mr.  Robertson's  light  failed  him,  and  he  gives  the  rest  from 
memory. 
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1796.      rial  jostice  which  their  case  will  entitle  them  to,   in  a  distribution 
"""""""   of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  late  Andrew  Grant  But  it  will  be  fint 


FERGUSON,  &c.  incumbent  on  them  to  show  the  connection  hetween  Banm  Gisnt 
DOUGLAS      ^^^  Andrew,  which  is  to  make  the  estates  of  the  latter  liable  to  tiie 
BKBON  &  00.  claims  of  the  respondents. 

*'  I  must,  therefore,  more  jour  Lordships  to  rcTerse  the  whole 
interlocutors  complained  of  by  the  appellants,  except  so  much  of  one 
of  them  as  finds  that  the  prescription  of  the  bills  only  runs  from  die 
last  day  of  grace." 

It  was  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  several  interloca- 
tors  complained  of  in  the  appeal  be  reversed,  except  as 
to  so  much  of  the  interlocutor  of  19th  November  1793, 
as  finds  that  the  time  requisite  to  completing  the  pre- 
scription in  question,  only  began  to  run  from  the  third 
or  last  day  of  grace ;  and  therefore  repels  the  plea  of 
prescription,  without  prejudice  to  any  claim  which 
Douglas,  Heron  &  Co.  may  make  for  payment  of  the 
two  bills,  out  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  Baron  Grant, 
or  out  of  such  part  thereof,  as  have  come  to  the  hands  of 
Andrew  Grant,  and  for  which  he  ought  to  have  ac- 
counted in  a  suit  for  carrying  into  execution  the  trusts 
of  the  will  of  the  said  Andrew  Grant. 

For  Appellants,  R,  Dundas^  Robt.  Dallas. 
For  Respondents;  W.  Granty  John  Anstruther. 


Alexander  Macdonald,  W.S.,        .  Appellant; 

KoBERT  Burt,  Apothecary,  Edinburgh,  Respondent. 

Et  e  contra. 

Bouse  of  Lords,  29  th  November  1796. 

Damages. — Master  and  Assistant. — Dismissal. — Ciicomstanees 
in  which  the  Court  of  Session  awarded  damages  to  an  apothe- 
cary's assistant,  for  an  illegal  and  oppressive  dismissal  torn  ser- 
vice, by  the  son  of  his  employer,  without  the  employer's  nuicCioii 
and  authority.     Reversed  in  the  House  of  Lords. 

The  appellant's  mother  had  carried  on  the  business  of  an 
apothecary,  assisted  by  her  youngest  son,  James,  and  the 
respondent,  who  was  an  assistant  under  her  son  James. 
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Therefiponden t,  Bart's  mother,  wasalso  a  niece  of  the  appel-        1 796. 

lant'B  mother,  and,  upon  the  death  of  James^theBon,  the  whole ' 

management  of  the   apothecary  bosinesB  devolred  upon     ^   ^ 
lum.    In  Gonaequence,  however,  of  Mrs*  Macdonald's  exe-       bubt. 
cntiDg  settlements  disinheriting  the  appellant  and  his  child- 
ren, and  favouring  Bort  and  his  wife,  the  appellant  resorted 
to  certain  harsh  measures,  upon  which  was  founded  the 
present  action  of  damages. 

The  summons  set  forth : — **  That,  in  the  month  of  August 
"  1781,  thepursuer  wassolicited  byhisgrand  aunt  to  assist  her 
''  son,  James  Macdonald,  in  carrying  on  the  apothecary  busi- 
^  ness,  and,  from  the  steadinessand  attention  he  paid  thereto, 
''  they  found  him  of  so  great  utility,  that  his  livingin  the  house 
"  wasabsolutely necessary.  Accordingly,  the  pursueragreed  to 
"  live  with  them,  as  the  infirmity  and  weak  state  of  health  of 
"  both  Mrs.  Macdonald  and  her  son,  required  all  the  assistance 
*'  in  his  power ;  and,  at  length,  as  a  mark  of  their  favour  and 
"  approbation,  they  entrusted  him  not  only  with  the  man- 
^'agement  of  the  business,  but  with  the  management  of 
*^  the  house  ajBTairs,  in  which  situation  he  continued  till  the 
"month  of  January  1789,   when  Alexander  Macdonald, 
''  Writer  to  the  Signet,  eldest  son  of  the  said  Mrs.  Macdon- 
*'  aid,  and  a  few  of  his  friends,  of  their  own  accord,  after 
**  the  death  of  the  said  James  Macdonald,  illegally  and  un- 
"  warrantably  entered  the  house  of  the  said  Mrs.  Macdon- 
"  aid,  and,  among  other  acts  of  violence,  he,  the  said  Alex- 
"  ander  Macdonald,  turned  the  pursuer  to  the  door,  without 
concurrence  and  authority  of  Mrs.  Macdonald,  although 
he  well  knew  that  both  she  and  her  son  James,  during 
his  life,  always  treated  the  pursuer  with  the  greatest  marks 
of  esteem  and  approbation,  and  considered  his  services  so 
essential,  that  they  used  every  means  to  prevail  upon  him 
to  reject  a  very  profitable  appointment  abroad ;  and  not^ 
'*  withstanding  Mr^  Macdonald  had,  after  the  death  of  her 
**  son  James,  expressed  a  wish  that  the  pursuer  should 
"  continue  in  her  house,  and  conduct  her  business  as  for- 
merly.    That  by  this  treatment  of  the  said  Alexander 
'  Macdonald,  the  pursuer  has  not  only  been  thrown  out  of 
employment,  but,  from  the  circumstances  of  his  former 
situation,  has,  in  other  respects,  suffered  considerable  loss 
and  damage."  He  therefore  concluded  *<  That  the  conduct 
"  of  the  said  Alexander  Macdonald  towards  him  has  been 
'*  illegal  and  unwarrantable,  and  contrary  to  law  and  justice, 
'*  and  it  being  so  found  and  declared,  that  he  ought  and 
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1796.        "  should  be  decerned  and  ordained,  bj  decree  of  our  aaid 
■  "  Lords,  to  pay  £600  in  name  of  damages,  and  aa  a  wia- 

MACDONALD  u  ^-^^  fo^  ^^o  injurj  done  to  him." 

BUBT.  A  process  of  reduction  was  ako  raised  bj  the  respondent, 

to  reduce  a  settlement  executed  by  Mrs.  Macdonald,  at  the 
last  moments  of  her  life,  whereby  she  was  made  to  reroke  a 
previous  settlement,  leaving  £100  of  legacy,  as  well  as 
the  whole  drugs,  medicines,  and  shop  utensils  belonging  to 

Feb.  3, 1792.  ^^^9  &c.,  to  the  respondent.    The  reasons  of  reduction  were 
— undue  influence,  force,  and  fear.    In  the  latter  action,  the 

Nov.  28,——  reasons  of  reduction  were  repelled,  and  the  defender  assoilzied. 

But  the  action  of  damages  went  on  ;  and  a  proof  being 
allowed  therein,  the  Lord  Justice  Clerk,  before  whom  tiie 

Jalj  16, 1789.  case  at  first  came  as  Ordinary,  pronounced  this  interlocutor: 
"  Having  heard  parties  procurators  fully,  assoilzies  the  de- 
"  fender,  and  decerns  in  the  absolvitor.''  His  Lordship 
stating  at  same  time,  that,  as  the  respondent  did  not  bo 
much  as  pretend  he  had  entered  into  any  contract  with  Mm 
Macdonald,  or  with  the  appellant,  it  was  impossible  he 
could  be  entitled  to  any  damages,  even  against  her  represen- 
tatives, for  being  so  dismissed  from  the  shop.  On  reclaiming 
petition,  the  Court  remitted  to  Lord  Dreghom,  Ordinary,  cb 
oantingentiam  of  the  reduction,  to  hear  parties,  and  to  dis- 
pose of  the  cause.    Lord  Dreghom  reported  the  ease  to 

Jdj  8, 1790.  the  Court,  who  pronounced  this  interlocutor : — "  Find  the 
'^  pursuer  entitled  to  damages,  modify  the  same  to  £100, 
*'  and  decern  for  payment  thereof.  Find  the  pursuer 
<<also  entitled  to    expenses."    On  petition  a  proof  vu 

Not.  29, 1792.  again  allowed,  upon  advising  which,  the   Court  adhered 

Jan.  25, 1794.  to  the  above  interlocutors.     On  two  further  petitions,  and 

%A J  l^/  *"^  answers,  the  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was 
brought,  and  a  cross  appeal  by  the  respondent,  on  the 
score  of  the  damages  awarded  him  being  too  little. 

Pleaded/or  the  Appellant — The  reduction  of  the  settle* 
ments  has  been  dismissed,  and  the  latter  settlement 
of  the  deceased  confirmed,  and  consequently  the  idea 
once  entertained  by  the  Court,  of  giving  the  respon- 
dent damages  equivalent  to  the  legacy  left  him  bj 
the  former  wills,  can  no  longer  apply,  and  any  claim  of 
damages  on  account  of  the  execution  of  the  settlementB, 
eannot  be  entertained.  Even  if  such  a  claim  lay  on  accoavt 
of  his  services,  yet  that  could  never  go  further  than  £20 
a  year,  for  the  last  year  he  attended  Mrs.  Macdonald's  siioi^ 


Mar.  11,^ 
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and  this  claim  coald  then  only  lie  against  Mrs.  Macdonald's       1796. 
representatives;  bnt  the  appellant  does  not  represent  her.    


In  like  manner,  a  claim  of  recompense  for  refusing  to  take  kacdonald 
the  appointment  at  Algiers,  would  be  ridiculous,  even       bvslt. 
against  Mrs.  Macdonald's  representatives.      Besides,  it  is 
preyed  by  the  respondent's  own  declaration,  that  the  im- 
propriety of  Ms  conduct  in  keeping  no  books,  and  inverting 
securities,    made  his  dismissal  expedient  and  necessary. 
His    dismission    was    also   justifiable    from    his    keeping 
his  mother  locked  up  from  her  friends  and  relations,  and 
debarring  them  access  to  her.    On  the  cross  appeal,  the 
damages  awarded  are  too  much.    In  point  of  fact,  no  dam- 
ages have  been  sustained,  nor  ought  to  have  been  awarded. 
PUadedfoT  tJie  Beapondmt.^^lt  was  a  most  injurious  and 
oppressive  piece  of  conduct  in  the  appellant,  to  turn  the 
respondent  from  the  house  and  employment  of  Mrs.  Mac- 
donald,  upon  which  he  entirely  depended  for  his  immediate 
subsistence,  as  well  as  for  his  future  prospects  in  life. 
That  dismissal  was  aggravated  by  the  disgraceful  and  vio- 
lent manner  in  which  the  appellant  executed  his  measures. 
It  is  also  aggravated  by  his  having  done  so  without  any 
authority  from  Mrs.  Macdonald,  from  whom  the  whole 
affair  was  concealed,  up  till  the  day  of  her  death.    His 
groundless  and  calumnious  assertions  against  his  mother, 
Mrs.  Burnet*  also  aggravate  the  case,  and  the  injury  he  has 
received.     He  therefore,  on  cross  appeal,  maintained  that 
recompense  for  a  personal  injury,  especially  where  it  is  at- 
tended   with  high   consequential  damages,  ought  to  be 
estimated  as  in  the  case  of  property  being  injured,  where 
the  actual  loss  can  be  exactly  ascertained ;  but  the  estimate 
of  that  damage  ought  to  be  made  upon  a  complex  view  of 
the  person's  situation  who  is  injured,  the  manner  in  which 
the  injury  is  committed,  with  all  the  consequences  attending 
upon  it,  as  well  as  the  circumstances  of  the  person  who  is 
liable  to  the  reparation.    In  considering  these  circumstances 
separately,  the  damages  awarded  by  the  Court  below,  ap- 
pear far  from  adequate,  and  several  of  the  judges  were  of 
that  opinion.      If  the  Court  had  given  £500,  instead  of 
£100,  it  would  have  only  covered  the  direct  damage  and 
injury  which  the  respondent  has  sustained  by  his  conduct. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  interlocutors  complained 
of  in  the  original  appeal  be  reversed,  and  the  appel- 
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1796. 


DBNNT,  &C. 

V, 

XABQOIS  OF 

I.OBNK,  &C. 


lant  assoilzied ;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  cross 
appeal  be  dismissed. 

For  Appellant,  Wm.  Adam^  Geo.  Ferguson. 
For  Respondent,  Thomas  Erskine^  John  Dickson,  Jama 

Montgameni. 


John  Denny,  Eldest  Bailie  of  Dumbarton,  1 
John  Kb  ay,  Dean  of  Guild,  David 
Philips,  James  Bochhead,  John  Dixon, 
Wm.  Ewing,  George,  Wiluam,  and 
John  MAtARTHUE,  all  Councillors  of  the 
Burgh  of  Dumbarton,      ... 

George,  Marquis  of  Lornb,  Provost  of  ^ 
Dumbarton,  David  Connbll,  Second 
Bailie,  Robert  Davidson,  Treasurer, 
Captain  Robert  Davidson,  James  Fer- 
RiER,  Robert  Colqohoun,  and  Peter 
Hutchison,  all  Councillors, 


AppellanU; 


RespondsnU. 


Oct.  2.  1795. 


House  of  Lords,  6th  December  1796. 

Burgh  Election — ^Notice — Custom  of  Burgh. — ^An  oidiiiaij 
meeting  of  council  of  the  burgh  of  Dumbarton,  taking  place  tk 
day  after  the  death  of  one  of  their  number,  the  majoritj  at  tliii 
meeting,  without  any  previous  notice,  proceeded  to  elect  a  sev 
councillor  in  the  room  of  the  one  deceased,  though  objected  to  hf 
the  minority.  Held  that  this  election  was  void,  and  that  foar- 
teen  days'  notice  must  be  given  to  every  councillor  preTioos  to 
such  election,  although  it  appeared  from  the  records  of  the  htn^ 
that  it  had  been  the  practice  for  nearly  a  century,  to  proceed  t» 
the  election  without  any  such  previous  notice. 

The  .Michaelmas  election  of  magistrates  of  Dumbarton,  for 
the  year  1795,  took  place  on  29th  September,  when  A» 
magistrates  and  councillors  chosen,  were  the  parties  in  this 
cause,  with  the  exception  of  John  Dixon. 

William  Dixon  was  also  one  of  the  councillon  then 
elected,  but  having  died  three  days  after  the  electioBf  the 
present  dispute  regards  the  validity  of  the  election  of  Joiu 
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Dixon  to  fill  up  the  vacancy  in  room  of  the  deceased  oonn*-       ^796. 
cillor.  

Next  day  after  the  death  of  William  Dixon,  there  was  an  ^'""^;  *'''' 
ordinary  meeting  of  council  held,  agreeably  to  the  annual  mavqdis  ov 
custom  for  qualifying  the  newly  elected  deacons  of  crafts  oJi*  s^'ms. 
and  their  masters,  and  also  the  guild,  council,  and  other 
office-bearers. 

Upon  that  occasion  eleven  members  of  the  council 
attended,  and  before  engaging  in  the  ordinary  business  of 
the  meeting,  the  appellant,  John  Denny,  the  eldest  bailie, 
moved,  that  as  there  was  a  vacancy  in  the  council,  occa- 
sioned by  the  death  of  William  Dixon,  the  meeting  should 
proceed  to  elect  a  councillor  in  his  room.  This  motion  was 
carried  by  a  vote  of  seven  of  the  members  present,  being 
a  majority  of  the  meeting,  though  David  Connell,  one  of 
the  bailies,  objected  to  it,  in  which  he  was  joined  by 
Kobert  Davidson,  Kobert  Colquhoun,  and  Peter  Hutchison, 
all  of  whom  are  respondents  in  this  cause,  and  who  with- 
drew from  the  meeting.  The  meeting,  however,  pro- 
ceeded after  they  withdrew,  and  after  naming  proxies,  both 
for  the  four  members  who  had  withdrawn,  and  also  for  the 
other  respondents,  the  Marquis  of  Lome,  Mr.  Ferrier,  and 
Captain  Robert  Davidson,  they  proceeded  to  the  election  of 
John  Dixon  as  councillor,  in  room  of  William  Dixon,  de-^ 
ceased. 

After  the  election  was  over,  the  four  councillors  who 
withdrew,  returned  with  a  notary  and  witnesses,  and  took 
protest  against  the  said  election,  as  null  and  void.  That  it 
had  proceeded  without  due  intimation  being  given  to  each 
coancillor  that  such  election  was  to  take  place.  That  the 
meeting  was  called  for  a  different  purpose,  and  for  the  or- 
dinary business  of  the  council,  and  for  the  purposes  stated 
in  the  warning  given  them,  without  any  information  being 
given  that  an  election  of  a  councillor  was  to  be  proceeded 
with,  and  therefore  protesting  that  their  names  should  be 
erased  from  the  minutes,  as  forming  no  part  of  the  meeting. 

The  seceding  portion  of  the  council  being  joined  by  the 
other  three  respondents,  on  8th  Oct.,  by  a  mandate  subscribed 
by  them,  determined  to  fix  upon  a  day  for  the  election  of  a  now 
councillor  in  room  of  William  Dixon,  and  appointed  the  9th  Oct.  9, 1795. 
day  of  October  for  a  meeting  of  the  whole  councillors  to 
proceed  with  said  election.  This  meeting,  and  itt*  purport 
and  objects,  were  duly  intimated  to  the  whole  councillors. 

On  the  day  previous  to  the  9th  October,  the  appellants  Oct.  8, 
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1706.      met)  and  took  into  their  consideration  the  notice  for  the 

'  meeting  of  next  day,  and  protested  that  gnch  meeting  was 

^^ '     *    quite  unnecessary,  as  the  election  of  John  Dixon  in  room 

MARQUIS  ov  of  William  Dixon,  deceased,  on  the  3d  October,  was  finally 

LoaNE,&c.    completed.. 

Oct.  9, 1795.      ^ext  day,  the  respondents  met,  and  fixed  the  10th  Oct, 

—  lt^ the  day  following^  to  fill  up  the  vacancy,  which  they  did, 

by  electing  Alexander  Gonnell  a  councillor  of  the  boigh. 

Two  elections  having  thus  taken  place,  a  redaction  and 
declarator  was  brought  by  the  respondents  against  the  ap- 
pellants, concluding  to  have  the  election  of  John  Dixon  set 
aside,  and  declared  null  and  void,  and  to  sustain  the  elec- 
tion of  Alexander  Gonnell,  as  the  only  legal  and  valid 
election. 

Jan.  13  1796.  ^^^  ^^^^  Ordinary,  of  this  date,  pronounced  this  interlo- 
cutor :  *^  Sustains  the  reasons  of  reduction  in  so  far  as  re- 
«*  gards  the  election  of  John  Dixon,  but  assoilzies  from  the 
"  declaratory  conclusions  with  respect  to  the  election  of 
*^  Alexander  Gonnell ;  finds  both  elections  null  and  void, 
"  and  decerns." 

Feb.  23, 1796.  On  representations  by  both  parties,  the  Lord  Ordinaij 
adhered,  *'  and  further  finds,  that  no  interim  election  of  a 
"  new  councillor  in  room  of  William  Dixon  can  take  place 
^*  without  at  least  fourteen  days'  previous  notice  thereof 
**  being  made  to  the  resident  councillors,  of  the  day  on  ^ 
**  which  the  said  election  is  to  take  place." 

Mar.  11, On  petition  to  the  whole  Gourt,  the  Lords  adhered  to  the 

interlocutors  of  the  Lord  Ordinary. 
Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
Pleaded  far  the  Appellants, — The  election  of  John 
Dixon  on  the  dd  day  of  October,  being  made  at  a  regular 
stated  meeting  of  the  council,  at  which  every  resident 
councillor  was  present,  was  valid ;  and  the  subsequent  se- 
cession of  four  of  the  councillors  present  being  illegal,  they 
cannot  found  upon  that  secession  as  any  objection,  especi- 
ally as  the  appellants,  according  to  the  practice  of  the 
burgh,  elected  proxies  to  vote  at  such  election  for  them. 
There  is,  besides,  no  statute  requiring  previous  intunatiofl 
of  any  hind  to  be  given  of  the  intended  election,  much  lea 
that  there  should  be  a  previous  meeting  called  for  fixing 
the  day  of  the  election ;  and  there  is  no  order  or  regulation 
of  the  convention  of  burghs  of  Scotland  to  the  above  piu^ 
pose,  and  no  uniform  practice  on  the  subject ;  and  while  the 
respondents  have  adduced  no  evidence  of  such  pnctwe. 
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the  appellants  have  proved  from  the  records  of  the  bargh,        1796. 
that  the  aniform  practice  for  nearly  a  century,  haa  been  to 


proceed  with  such  elections  witboat  any  previous  notice   »»'*''^»  ^^' 
whatever.  uAi^wn  ot 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents, — The  election  of  John  loknb,  &c. 
Dixon  was  void,  as  the  same  was  proceeded  with  by  fraud 
and  surprise,  and  at  a  meeting  not  called  for  that  purpose. 
That  no  more  than  seven  members  were  present  at  the 
election,  and  it  was  unlawful  in  them  to  elect  proxies  for 
those  objectors  who  had  left  the  meeting  in  the  face  of  a 
protest.  That  notice,  from  the  nature  of  the  thing,  ought  to 
be  given  for  the  election  of  a  member  of  Town  Council,  in 
order  that  all  electors  who  are  qualified  to  vote,  may  have 
an  opportunity  of  giving  their  voice  at  such  election.  That 
the  interlocutors  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  unanimously  con- 
firmed by  the  Court,  have  declared  that  notice  is  neces- 
sary, and  also  prescribed  what  is  reasonable  notice.  That 
where  the  set  of  the  burgh,  or  long,  constant,  and  uninter- 
rupted usage,  has  not  ascertained  what  notice  shall  be  given, 
it  is  competent  to  the  Court  to  determine  what  notice  shall 
be  given;  and  the  Court  has  declared  what  it  did  by  an  act 
of  Court,  2l8t  January  1790,  that  sixteen  days  is  a  reason- 
able notice. 

After  hearing  counsel, 

« 

Lord  CaAifCELLOB  LouGHBOBouau  said, 
*^  My  Lords, 


**  The  present  appeal  respects  the  election  of  a  member  of  the 
town  council  of  the  burgh  of  Dumbarton. 

^*  By  the  constitution  or  set  of  that  burgh,  a  certain  number  of 
members  compose  the  town  council,  some  of  whom  may  be  non- 
resident 

*•'  The  councillors  of  the  burgh  are  elected  annually  on  the  29th 
of  September.  After  such  election  had  been  had  on  the  29th  of 
September  17^5,  one  of  the  councillors  who  had  been  then  elected, 
dies  on  the  2d  of  October  following.  The  practice  of  the  burgh  has 
been  from  ancient  custom,  that  on  the  Saturday  after  the  annual 
election,  the  councillors  qualified  themselves,  by  taking  the  oaths  to 
the  government,  and  other  offices  in  the  burgh  are  distributed. 

**  After  the  said  election  of  councillors  on  the  29th  of  September 
1795,  notice  was  given  of  a  meeting  on  Saturday  the  3d  of  October, 
for  the  usual  purposes.  This  meeting  was  accordingly  held,  and 
eleven  members  attended ;  some  of  them  proposed  to  elect  a  new 
councillor  in  the  room  of  the  one  who  had  died  the  day  before ; 
but  four  of  the  members  present  objected  to  this,  thereupon  left  the 
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1796.       meeting,  and  afterwards  protested  against  such  election.    The  other 

• — • seven,  however,  proceeded  against  the  minority  of  fonr. 

BBMN7,  &c.       u  The  set  of  this  hurgb,  allowing  that  proxies  should  he  dioseD 
XMu^Tjui  OF  ^^^  absent  members,  to  vote  in  their  namesv  the  majority  at  the  said 
LOBNK,  &c.    meeting,  appointed  proxies  for  the  members  who  had  left  the  meet- 
ing, and  then  chose  a  member  to  fill  np  the  vacancy  in  the  coanciL 
^'  On  the  other  hand,  the  opposite  party,  who  were  a  minoiitf  of 
the  council  of  the  burgh,  on  the  8th  of  October  called  a  meeting  of  the 
councillors,  to  elect  a  new  councillor  in  the  room  of  the  one  who  wis 
dead,  and  for  this  purpose  they  only  gave  two  days'  previous  notice. 
*     At  the  meeting  so  called  by  them  only  four  members  attended,  and 
they  proceeded  to  the  election  of  a  new  councillor  accordingly. 

''  Each  party  having  complained  to  the  Court  of  Session  of  the 
election  made  by  the  other,  their  Lordships  very  properly  hdd  both 
elections  to  be  bad.  The  Court  says: — **  Yon  may  proceed  to fil 
^  up  the  vacancy,  and  you  must  give  fourteen  days'  preTio<iis  notice 
'^  of  the  day  of  election ;"  and,  for  a  general  notice^  these  fomtees 
days  seem  a  reasonable  period. 

^^  A  number  of  cases  was  cited  by  the  appellants  in  the  Govt 
to  show  that  election  of  officers  of  the  burgh  had  taken  place  at 
meetings  of  the  councillors  without  previous  notice.  But  the  natme 
of  the  thing  renders  intimation  absolutely  necessary;  and  no  practice, 
however  inaccurate^  or  for  whatever  length  of  time,  can  establish  a 
contrary  rule. 

^^  It  is  true,  that  if  the  councillors  assembled  in  general  meetiogi 
are  unanimous  in  concurring  upon  any  measure  competent  to  soch 
general  meetings,  and  if  all  the  members  acquiesce,  it  may  he  in 
their  power  to  proceed  to  matters,  of  which  no  previous  intimation 
was  given.  But  if  the  members  are  not  unanimous,  it  will  be  neces- 
sary for  a  new  meeting  to  be  called,  with  proper  intimation  of  tke 
measure  intended. 

"  The  election  which  the  appellants  attempt  to  suppoit  in  thii 
case,  is  of  a  very  extraordinary  nature,  and  appears  to  me  in  enrj 
view  to  be  surreptitious  and  fraudulent.  It  was  an  atteoipt  to 
choose  a  new  councillor  in  place  of  one  who  had  been  dead  bat  a 
few  hours  before,  and  whose  death  was  not  known,  perhaps,  till  die 
meeting  in  question  was  actually  held. 

<'  I  therefore  move,  that  the  appellants  do  pay  to  the  respondcots 
£100  for  their  costs  in  this  cause.*' 

It  was  ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  appeal  be  dis- 
missed, and  that  the  interlocutors  complained  of  be 
affirmed.  And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  appellants 
do  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  to  the  said  rcspondenUb 
£100  for  their  costs  in  respect  of  the  said  appeal. 

For  Appellants,  J.  Anstrtitker,  C.  Hope^  W,  Dundas. 

For  T^pppondents,  R.  Dundas,  J,  Campbell. 
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John  Prinolb,  at  St.  Clement's  Wells,  Appellant ;        pamai^B 
Janet  Dove  and  Jane  Dove,  Executrixes^  »• 

and  Residuary  Legatees  of  Elizabeth?-  Respondents.    ^^^^* 

Tod,  deceased,         .  .  .        ) 

House  of  Lords,  17th  Dec.  1796. 

RBDUonoN  OF  Deed — Mental  Ingapacitt. — Ciicnmttanoes  in 
which  a  will,  conreying  her  whole  moveahle  estate  to  a  stninger, 
executed  hy  a  party  impaired  in  memory  and  judgment,  eighteen 
days  before  her  death,  was  sustained  by  the  Court  of  Session ;  but 
reversed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  will  set  aside  and  reduced. 

This  was  a  reduction  raised  by  the  appellant,  to  set  aside 
and  reduce  a  deed  of  settlement  executed  by  his  aunt,  the 
doceased  Mrs.  White,  in  favour  of  Miss  Elizabeth  Tod,  on 
the  following  grounds : — 1.  That  the  said  Margaret  Pringle, 
or  White,  at  the  time  the  deed  was  executed,  was  so  much 
impaired  in  her  mental  faculties  that  she  was  incapable  to 
give  directions  for  making  out  a  settlement,  far  less  to  un- 
derstand any  settlement  that  was  presented  to  her  to 
be  signed ;  and,  2d,  That  it  was  perfectly  plain,  that  for 
sometime  previous  to  the  13th  day  of  July  1787,  the  date 
of  the  deed,  and  during  the  period  she  lived  thereafter, 
that  she  was  not  of  a  sound  and  disposing  mind,  and  in 
a  situation  to  execute  a  valid  settlement,  or  to  transact 
any  business  whatever.  Conclusions  of  count  and  reck* 
oning  were  also  joined  to  the  summons.  He  also  stated  in 
a  condescendence,  and  offered  to  prove,  That  "  about  tho 
*'  end  of  May,  previous  to  her  death,  she  became  so  im- 
"  paired  in  her  mental  faculties,  as  to  be  perfectly  incapable 
**  of  managing  or  giving  directions  about  her  own  affairs. 
**  That  about  that  time  she  was  carried  from  her  own  house 
**  in  the  Castlehill,  to  tho  house  of  John  Aitken  in  Brunts- 
**  field  Links,  where  she  resided  a  short  time ;  and  from 
**  thence  she  was  carried  to  the  house  of  Miss  Tod  at  Laurie- 
**  ston,  where  the  settlement  under  challenge  was  executed, 
**  and  where  she  died"  eighteen  days  thereafter.  The 
appellant  also  craved  the  Court  to  ordain  Miss  Tod  to 
appear  before  the  Court,  to  answer  such  questions  as  should 
be  put  to  her  respecting  the  incapacity  of  Mrs.  White, 
which  might  render  proof  by  witnesses  unnecessary.  The 
Lord  Ordinary,  on  answers  from  the  respondent,  disal- 
lowed the  examination  of  Miss  Tod,  and  allows  to  both  par- 
tics  a  proof  of  their  avermentp,  reserving  to  the  pursuer. 
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1796.       appellant,  to  put  all  competont  questions  to  Miss  Tod,  in 
order  that  she  may  answer  to  the  same,  in  writing  under  her 
own  hand.    This  last  course  was  adopted.    Answers  to  the 
j>oYBy  &c.    appellant's  interrogatories  being  put  in  by  Miss  Todin  writing 
under  her  own  hand. 

A  proof  was  also  taken.  Janet  Allan,  a  witness,  deponed, 
that  she  knew  the  deceased  from  childhood  up  till  the  time 
of  her  death.  When  she  went  to  Bruntsfield  Links  she 
appeared  to  be  declining,  and  in  a  dying  situation :  ^^TbU 
''  the  last  time  deponent  saw  deceased  in  her  own  house,  wm 
*^  on  15th  May  1787,  and  at  this  time  the  deponent  obserred, 
**  in  the  course  of  conversation,  as  well  as  in  many  other 
"  conversations,  she  talked  incoherently,  and  did  not  seem 
''  to  understand  what  she  was  saying,  and  was  so  moeh 
**  failed  in  mind  that  she  repeatedly  asked  the  deponent  how 
''  she  did."  Further,  <<  That  Mrs.  White  appeared  to  the 
"  deponent  to  be  incapable,  from  the  state  of  her  mind,  to 
*'  transact  any  of  her  own  affairs,  such  as  making  bargains 
*^  with  her  tenants,  and  other  matters  which  she  had  been 
**  in  the  practice  of  doing."  Rachel  Profit  deponed,  that 
at  the  time  above  specified  '*  her  judgment  and  memofj 
*'  seemed  so  far  to  have  left  her,  that  she  was  incoherent  in 
*'  what  she  said  upon  every  subject  whatever :  That  the 
**  servant  came  one  morning  telling  the  deponent  to  go  to 
*'  her  mistress'  house  immediately,  saying,  that  her  mistren 
*'  had  gone  perfectly  mad.  This  was  about  a  fortnight  or 
**  three  weeks  before  she  left  the  Castlehill.  Deponent  went 
*^  and  found  her  in  a  very  disagreeable  situation  from  dia- 
''  tress  of  body  and  mind  :  That  she  had  seen  her  two  or 
**  three  times  after  she  was  carried  to  Miss  Tod^s  house.  She 
**  appeared  to  the  deponent  to  be  much  worse,  and  her 
''  judgment  had  perfectly  left  her."  Alexander  Cameron, 
another  witness,  deponed,  *'  That  at  this  time  she  was  m- 
"  vering  and  unsettled  in  her  mind ;  but  whether  this  pro- 
"  ceeded  from  disease  or  vapours  in  her  head,  deponent 
''  cannot  say."  Her  own  servant,  who  waited  upon  her, 
deponed,  *'That  while  in  Miss  Tod*s  house,  she  often  be- 
*'  lieved  she  was  at  home :  and  when  she  wanted  anything 
*'  she  would  desire  her  to  go  to  places  where  such  things 
*'  had  been  kept  in  her  own  house,  apparently  forgetting 
*'  that  the  furniture  in  her  own  house  had  been  sometinie 
*'  previously  rouped  and  sold.  These  slips  of  memory  often 
«  occurred.  The  deponent  never  saw  any  one  come  to  do 
''  business  with  her  at  this  time,  except  two  gentlemen  to 
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*^  sign  a  paper,  which  the  deponent  understood  was  a  set-       1796. 
"  tlement  of  her  aflfairs,  and  that  this  happened  after  Mrs.    


"  White  was  confined  to  bed."   There  was  also  the  evidence    '*"'^'^^* 

of  the   writer  of  the  deed,  who  declared,  "  that  he  was    dovb,  &c. 

**  Miss  Tod's  usual  man  of  business :  That  he  had  never  been 

*'  employed  by  Mrs.  White,  and  that  Miss  Tod  in  this  case 

"  had  sent  for  him  to  speak  to  her  about  the  making  of  the 

**  settlement :  That  the  deponent  advised  Miss  Tod  to  have 

'*'  nothing  to  do  with  the  heritage,  but  that  he  would  make 

"  out  an  assignation  to  her  moveables  in  her  favour,  and  that 

**  he  accordingly  did  so." 

In  the  answers  given  to  the  interrogatories  put  in  by  the 
appellant,  Miss  Tod  declared,  That  while  Mrs.  White  was  in 
her  house,  she  did  not  say  any  thing  in  her  hearing  that  be- 
tokened either  an  absence  of  memory  or  unsoundness  of  judg- 
ment, and  that  Mr.  Livingstone,  the  writer  who  executed 
the  deed,  stated,  that  he  sent  his  clerk  to  have  the  deed 
executed,  and  that  Miss  Tod  told  him  nothing  about  Mrs. 
White's  state  of  health,  except  that  she  was  very  ill, 

Mr.  Bisset  (Mr.  Livingstone's  clerk),  on  the  other  hand, 
deponed,  That  when  he  went  to  execute  the  will,  he  found 
Mrs.  White  sitting  up  in  bed,  and  that  when  he  entered, 
she  stated  she  was  glad  to  see  them.  **  He  handed  her  the 
deed,  and  she  then  desired  him  to  read  it.  He  read  it,  and 
asked  her  if  that  was  her  will  ?  To  which  she  answered, 
Tes.  Upon  this  she  signed  it.  During  the  whole  of  this 
time  she  appeared  to  be  perfectly  sensible,  and  of  knowing 
the  nature  and  e£fect  of  the  deed."  Other  vritnesses  welt'e 
adduced  to  prove  that  she  was  quite  capable  to  execute  such 
a  will.  The  signature  of  the  deceased  to  the  deed  did  not  pre- 
sent her  ordinary  subscription.  The  surname  was  wholly 
unintelligible,  and  could  not  possibly  be  deciphered. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  reported  the  cause,  with  the  proof  and 
informations,  to  the  Court.  The  Court,  after  hearing  par- 
ties in  debate,  *^  repelled  the  reasons  of  reduction,  and  May  16, 1793. 
"  assoilzied  the  defender  from  the  process,  and  decern."  On 
petition,  the  Court  adhered,  there  being  five  judges  for  ad-  jujy  s,  — - 
he  ring,  and  the  Lord  President  Campbell  and  three  other 
judges  against  the  judgment. 

In  these  circumstances  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant, — It  is  clearly  established  by 
the  evidence,  that  at  the  time  of  making  the  will  or  set- 
tlement in  question,  as  well  as  for  several  weeks  be- 
fore that  period,  and  afterwards  till  her  death,  Mrs.  White, 
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1796.  the  testatrix,  was  not  of  a  Bound  or  a  disposing  mind;  but 
that  the  powers  and  faculties  of  her  mind,  judgment,  and 
memory,  which  had  been  progressivelj  failing  during  the 
DOTE,  &c.  course  of  the  winter  and  spring  preceding  her  death,  were 
become  so  greatly  impaired^  as  to  render  her  totally  in- 
capable of  managing  her  own  affairs,  and  utterly  unfit  her 
for  any  exercise  of  reason.  Besides,  the  conduct  of  Mibb 
Tod  in  carrying  her  to  her  own  house,  and  exdnding 
access  to  her  on  the  part  of  her  friends  and  relations ;  in 
calling  in  no  medical  aid  or  assistance,  and  in  procuring  the 
will  to  be  executed  in  the  manner  she  did,  was  sufficient  to 
set  aside  the  deed.  2d.  The  deed,  as  signed  by  the  deceased, 
cannot  be  sustained.  The  surname  adhibited  is  totally  mi- 
intelligible,  and  cannot  be  considered  more  than  as  a  mere 
mark  adhibited  by  the  deceased,  which  mark  cannot  in 
the  law  of  Scotland  be  admitted  as  a  valid  subscription  to 
deeds  of  importance,  i,e,  deeds  in  relation  to  property 
aboTO  the  value  of  £100  Scots.  In  this  case,  the  rule  laid 
down  in  the  case  of  Crawford  of  Doonside,  (App.  to  Mor. 
Diet.),  must  apply,  that  no  deeds  of  such  a  nature,  signed 
by  a  mark  or  by  initials,  can  be  sustained. 

Pleaded  by  the  Respondents. — ^The  appellant  has  not 
proved  that  the  deceased  was  deranged  in  her  mental  facnl- 
ties  at  the  time  she  executed  the  vrill  in  question.  Theeyi- 
dence  only  amounts  to  this,  that  at  times  she  was  wavering 
and  incoherent  in  conversation,  a  failing  incident  to  all  in 
old  age,  and  while  under  a  weakly  state  of  body.  While  the 
evidence,  on  the  other  hand,  is  clear  that  the  deceased  give 
instructions  for  making  her  will  as  it  stands,  a  consideraUe 
time  before  it  was  executed,  and  that  she  appeared  to  tbe 
gentlemen  who  took  those  instructions  to  be  perfectly  sens- 
ble ;  and  not  only  was  the  will  read  over  to  her  at  the  time 
she  signed  it  in  presence  of  the  attesting  witnesses,  but,  in 
discourse  with  them  at  the  moment,  she  showed  her  perfect 
understanding  of  its  import  and  effect. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  re- 
versed. And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  reasons 
of  reduction  be  sustained ;  and  that  tbe  cause  be  remit- 
ted back  to  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland  to  proceed 
accordingly. 

For  Appellant,  Sir  John  Scott,   W.  Adam^  IL  Erskint 
For  Respondents,   W.  Grants  J,  Anstrtither, 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.  525 

1796. 


[M.  10101.]  MACKKHZIK, 

Mackenzie  and  Lindsay,        •        .        .         Appellants ;  o. 

Claude  Scott,  Corn-Factor,  London,     .  Respondent.        «cott. 

House  of  Lords,  19th  Dec  1796. 

Del  Crkdbrb  Commission. — ^Held  that  such  a  guarantee  not  only 
coyeiB  the  sales  of  goods  effected,  but  also  warrants  the  remittan- 
ces made  as  the  proceeds  of  those  sales. 

The  appellants,  merchants  in  Dundee,  had  purchased 
com  on  the  respondent's  account,  intended  for  foreign  ex- 
port, but  the  government  having  prohibited  the  exportation 
of  grain  at  the  time,  he  ordered  Mackenzie  &  Lindsay  to 
Bell  it  for  him.  This  was  done  accordingly  ;  and  Mr.  Scott 
having  written  for  a  remittance  on  account  of  sales,  the  ap- 
pellants, of  this  date,  vrrote,  enclosing  a  remittance  by  draft  Mar.  20, 1793. 
or  bill,  in  the  following  terms : — "  We  are  happy  to  wait 
upon  you  with  the  enclosed  draft  of  Messrs.  Bertram,  Gard- 
ner, &  Co.  upon  Baillie,  Pocock,  &  Co.,  of  this  date,  at 
seventy-five  days,  for  £1000,  to  account  of  your  wheat  re- 
sold by  us,  which  please  pass  to  our  credit.  The  wheat  is 
Bold  at  three  months  credit ;  but  as  we  wish  you  reimbursed 
of  your  outlay  of  money,  we  have  taken  that  upon  ourselves, 
which  must  be  more  agreeable  to  you'* 

[Bill  or  draft.] 

"  Edinburgh,  2Qth  March,  1793.— £1000. 
*'  Seventy^five  days  after  date,  pay  this,  our  first  of  ex- 
change, to  the  order  of  Messrs.  Mackenzie  &  Lindsay,  One 
Thousand  Pounds,  sterling  value,  on  account,  which  place  to 
account,  with  or  without  advice,  from 

"  Bertram,  Gardner,  &  Co. 

*^  To  Messrs.  Baillie,  Pocock  &  Co.,  London. 
''  Indorsed — Pay  to  Claude  Scott,  Esq.,  or  order. 

"  Mackenzie  &  Lindsay." 

The  bill  was  duly  accepted,  but  before  it  fell  due,  both 
acceptors  and  drawers  had  failed ;  and  the  question  was,  who 
waB  liable  to  bear  the  loss,  whether  M'Eenzie  &  Lindsay, 
ihe  remitters,  or  Mr.  Scott,  to  whom  it  had  been  indorsed 
in  payment  of  the  corn.  The  latter  had  not  desired,  and 
did  not  expect  the  remittance  in  this  form,  but  did  not  ob- 
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1796.       ject  to  it  when  sent  in   this   shape.     Preyions  thereto, 
and  on  the  resale  of  the  wheat,  M^Eenzie  &  Lindsay  had 


"^^J*"'"*  sent  him  an  account  of  the  sales,  in  which  it  appeared,  after 
v!  deducting  2\  per  cent  for  trouble  on  the  sale,  and  1^  per 
8COTT.  e^nt.  of  del  credere  commission,  there  was  a  balance  on  hand 
of  £1441.  12s.  lid.  Before  raising  legal  proceedings,  a 
correspondence  took  place,  in  which  the  appellants  held 
themselyes  out  as  liable  for  the  £1000  bill ;  hot  after  taking 
legal  advice,  they  changed  their  view,  and  denied  liability. 

On  the  respondent  then  proceeding  to  charge  on  the 
bill,  a  bill  of  suspension  was  offered,  the  appellants  con- 
tending that  a  del  credere  commission,  which  they  admitted 
to  have  charged  and  received,  did  not  impott  any  other 
guarantee  or  obligation  on  them  than  the  solvency  of  the 
purchasers  of  the  grain  sold,  and  that  this  guarantee  did  not 
cover  or  extend  to  the  remittance  of  money  by  them  to  their 
employer,  and  that  the  circumstance  of  taking  a  bill /or 
remittance  by  Messrs  Bertram,  Gardner  &  Co.,  payable  to 
themselves,  and  indorsing  that  bill  to  the  respondent,  did 
not  subject  them  to  any  obligation  to  which  they  would  not 
otherwise,  or  independent  of  any  such  obligation,  be  liable; 
and  that  the  letters  written  by  them  were  written  under  a 
misapprehension  of  a  del  credere  commission,  and  of  their 
liability,  and  cannot  foreclose  them  from  contending  that  the 
del  credere  does  not  cover  the  remittances.  And  when  re- 
mittances made  by  good  bills  are  sent  and  accepted  of 
in  payment  of  the  wheat,  their  liability  under  the  del  credat 
commission  expired.  In  answer,  the  respondent  contended 
that  a  factor,  under  a  del  credere  commission,  is  absolutely 
bound,  in  all  events,  to  make  good  the  sales  effected  by  him. 
That,  in  this  respect,  he  is  as  absolutely  bound  as  if  he 
himself  were  the  purchaser.  And,  on  the  only  point  on 
which  the  appellants'  case  rests,  the  opinions  of  merchants 
produced  are  against  them.  Messrs*  Booth  &  Co.,  merchants 
in  Liverpool : — **  Wo  have  always  considered'  ourselves  re- 
*'  sponsible  for  the  bills  we  remit,  when  we  charge  a  de/ere- 
"  dere  commission ;  and  when  it  has  happened  that  any 
"  such  bills  have  been  returned  for  non-payment,  we  hare, 
"  ever  since  we  have  been  in  business,  immediately  repkeed 
"  them." 

Messrs.  Corrie,  Gladstones,  and  Bradshaw,  an  eminent 
company  in  Liverpool : — '^  Whatever  bills  we  remit  on  ao« 
count  of  the  proceeds  of  grain  or  flour  consigned  to  us  for 
sale,  we  guarantee  the  payment  of,  as  we  always  charge  the 
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del  eredere  commission,  and  such  we  believe  to  be  the  gene-       1796. 
nd  practice  here,  at  least  we  never  knew  of  any  instance  to 


the  contrary  anywhere."  mackekzik,&c. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  (Lord  Justice  Clerk)  repelled  the      scott. 
reasons  of  suspension,  and  on  representation  adhered.    And  ^^h.  21, 1794. 
on  a  reclaiming  petition  to  the  whole  Court,  the  Lords  ad-  '^'  ^*   ' 
hered.  —15, 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Pleaded/or  the  Appellants. — The  del  credere  commission 
only  guaranteed  the  sale  of  the  wheat,  but  the  remittance  of 
nunugf  being  a  transaction  totally  different  and  distinct,  was 
not  covered  by  such  guarantee.  His  obligation  ends  by  re- 
mitting bills  of  a  house  in  good  credit  at  the  time  ;  and  if 
these  are  accepted  of  in  payment,  a  new  and  distinct  trans- 
action takes  place,  by  which  the  factors  are  no  longer  liable 
under  their  del  credere  commission.  Kor  can  the  indorse- 
ment of  the  bill  by  them,  nor  the  correspondence 
founded  on,  make  them  so  liable,  if  the  del  credere  does  not 
otherwise  make  them  responsible. 

Pleaded  far  the  Respondent. — A  factor  holding  a  del 
credere  commission  for  the  sale  of  goods,  is  absolutely  liable 
for  payment  of  the  price  of  sales  effected  by  him,  and  such 
being  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  guarantee  undertaken 
by  the  appellants  in  this  case,  they  are  liable  for  remittances 
by  bills  instead  of  cash,  for  the  wheat  sold  by  them.  At  all 
events,  the  appellants,  by  indorsing  the  bill  remitted  to  the 
respondents,  did  eo  ipso  subject  themselves  in  payment;  and 
the  whole  circumstances  of  the  case  corroborate  the  obliga- 
tion on  them  as  the  indorsers  of  this  bill.  Besides,  the  ap- 
pellants, by  their  letters,  held  themselves  out  as  liable,  and 
obtained  repeated  delays  for  the  payment,  and  have  been 
guilty  of  a  gross  breach  of  faith,  in  obtaining  that  delay  on 
their  assurance  **  that  no  event  whatever  would  prevent 
their  discharging  this  debt." 

After  bearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained 
of  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  Sir  J.  Scott,  R.  Dimdas. 
For  Respondent,  Wm,  Adam^  John  Bayley. 
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Archibald,  Earl  of  Dundonald,  -         Appellant; 

John  Bushby  and  John  Loudon  Macadam, 


EARL  OF 

DUNDOMALD 

V, 

BusHBT,  &c.      Esqs.,  Trustees  of  the  late  Hon.  Admiral 

Keith,  and  Robert  Watson,  Writer  in 
Edinburgh,  Common  Agent  in  the  Pro- 
cess of  Ranking  and  Sale  of  the  Estates 
of  the  said  Earl  of  Dundonald, 


Respondents, 


House  of  Lords,  27th  December  1796. 

Raneikg  and  Sale — ^Yaluation  of  the  Estate. — Circmnstances 
in  which  the  mode  adopted  in  valuing  the  estates  in  the  ranking 
and  sale,  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  upset  prices  at  Vhich  the 
same  was  to  be  set  up  for  sale,  was  unexceptionable,  and  oljee- 
tions  repelled. 

A  ranking  and  sale  having  been  brought  of  the  appel- 
lant's estate  of  Culross  bj  his  creditors,  the  common  agent, 
in  conducting  the  business  for  the  general  behoof  of  the 
creditors,  proceeded  in  the  usual  manner  to  take  a  judicial 
valuation  of  the  estate,  for  the  purpose  of  fixing  the  upset 
price  for  which  it  was  to  be  exposed  bj  judicial  auction. 

Valuators  were  accordingly  appointed,  who  proceeded  to 
value, — 1st.  The  wood  or  forest  of  Culross;  2d.  The  ground 
or  land  occupied  by  the  forest ;  and  3d.  The  mansion  house 
or  abbey  of  Culross. 

1.  In  regard  to  the  first,  the  valuators  valued  a  certain 
part  of  the  forest  at  4d.  per  cubic  foot,  and  another  part  at 
4d.  per  running  foot,  and  the  whole  at  £30  per  acre. 

2.  In  regard  to  the  ground  occupied  by  the  forest  of  Cul- 
ross, they  valued  the  729^  on  an  average  at  £15  per  acre. 

3d.  In  regard  to  Culross  Abbey,  the  valuators  took  the 
aid  of  an  architect.  Having  measured  the  new  and  the  old 
parts  of  the  abbey  over  walls,  they  found  it  to  contain 
245,000  cubic  feet ;  and  valued  the  new  part  at  5d  per  foot, 
and  the  old  part  at  3d.  per  cubic  foot. 

It  was  stated  by  the  appellant,  in  objecting  to  this  valiu- 
tion,  that  the  whole  had  been  valued  a  few  years  before  (in 
1780)  by  Sir  Ralph  Abercromby,  George  Abercromby,  and 
John  Clerk,  Esq.  of  Eldin,  at  a  very  different  value,  these 
gentlemen  having  valued  the  wood  and  forest  at  £41  per 
acre,  and  offered  to  prove  that  the  proper  price  of  wood 
was  8d  per  foot. 

The  appellant's  objections  were,  1st,  to  the  forest  and 
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forest  lands  as  too  low ;  and,  2d,  to  the  Abbey  of  Culross  aa       1796. 
too  high  priced. 


In  these  circumstances,  the  appellant  petitioned  the  Court  dundonald 
to  see  the  plans  and  abstract  of  the  proof,  and  to  lodge  ob-         v. 
jections.    He  got  till  the  next  sederunt  day  in  next  No-  ^^"=^^^»  ^^^ 
Tember,  to  lodge  objections;    and  this  time  was  further 
prolonged  till  6th  July  thereafter,  but  no  objections  having 
been  lodged,  in  consequence,  as  the  appellant  stated,  of 
being  obliged  to  leave  Scotland  on  affairs  of  national  im- 
portance, the  Court,  of  this  date,  pronounced  this  interlocu- July  6, 1796. 
tor :    "  Upon  the  report  of  Lord  Meadowbank,  and  having 
*<  advised  the  state  of  the  process,  testimonies  of  witnesses, 
*'  writs  produced,  scheme  of  probation,  and  memorial  and 
"  abstract  given  in,  in  terms  of  the  act  of  sederunt,  the 
"  Lords  find  it  proven,  that  the  total  gross  value  of  the 
"  forest  and  forest  lands  of  Culross,  part  of  the  subject  of 
"  the  second    lot,    extends    to    £16,610.    14s.    sterling. 
''  Find    it  instructed  by  a  certificate  of   David  Ireland 
**  produced,  that  the  ground  occupied  by  this  plantation, 
*'  is  holden  feu  of  the  burgh  of  Culross,  for  payment  of  a 
"  yearly  feu-duty  of  £13.  8s.  8d.,  which  the  Lords  value  at 
*'  twenty  years' purchase,  and  which  extends  to  £268.13s.4d., 
^  and  that,  after  deduction  of  that  sum,  there  remains  as  the 
''net  value  of  the  forest,  the  sum  of  £16,342.  Os.   8d. 
'*  Find  it  proven  that  the  total  value  of  the  wood  and  wood- 
^'  lands  in  neighbourhood   of  Culross  Abbey,  extends  to 
'*  £1389.  lis.  8d.,  and  that  the  total  value  of  the  subjects 
^'  contained  in  the  second  lot,  amounts  lo  £17,731.  128.  4d., 
*^  Find  it  proven  that  no  deduction  appears  to  affect  the 
**  subject  of  the  third  lot,  being  the  Abbey  of  Culross,  and 
**  which  the  Lords  value  at  £5466. 13s.  4d.  sterling.    More- 
*'  over,  the  Lords,  from  the  evidence  produced,  value  the 
"  tenth  lot,  being  the  aisle  in  the  church  and  tomb,  or 
barial  place  of  the  family,  at  £1200.      Therefore  the 
Lords  ordain  the  foresaid  subjects  to  be  exposed  to  sale 
by  way  of  public  roup,  within  the  Parliament  House,  on 
''  the  1st  day  of  December  next,  between  the  hours  of  four 
<<  and  six  o'clock,  and  remit  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  on  the 
*'  bills  for  the  week,  to  be  judge  of  the  said  roup,  with  power 
*'  to  adjourn  the  same  as  they  shall  see  cause,  and  to  ad- 
'  *  just  the  articles  and  conditions  of  roup,  and  to  sell  the 
*^  said  subjects  jointly  at  the  aforesaid  price  of  £39,528, 16s., 
^^  or  separately,  at  the  foresaid  valuations  put  thereon  by 
**  the  Lords,  or  at  higher  prices,  if  the  same  can  be  had 

VOL.    III.  2  M 
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1796.        <«  therefor,  but  not  nnder  the  above  price  or  prices.    And, 
•""-^-~    "  to  the  effect  that  all  concerned  may  be  duly  certified  of 
DUNDONALD  '^  *^®  ®*^^  Toup,   ordaiu   letters  of  publication   and  inti- 
V.         "  mation  thereof,  to  be  expede."    At  the  same  time,  the 
^8BBT,  &c.  QqjjyI  refused  the  desire  of  the  appellant's  petition  for  de- 
lay to  give  in  objections  to  the  valuation. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was 
brought,  craving  a  reversal,  and  a  remit  to  the  Court  of 
Session,  to  allow  the  appellant  to  give  in  his  objections  to 
the  valuations,  and  to  allow  him  a  proof  of  the  true  worth 
and  value  of  the  subjects. 

Pleaded /or  the  Appellant, — The  great  difference  between 
the  value  in  1780  and  the  judicial  valuation,  ought  to  haie 
induced  the  Court  to  give  time  to  the  appellant  to  prepare 
his  objections,  and  to  lead  proof  as  to  the  proper  valuation. 
2d.  Besides,  the  value  put  upon  the  Abbey  or  mansion  honse, 
is  most  extravagant,  and  the  mode  of  computing  the  value 
improper  and  unusual.  Whether  it  is  meant  to  sell  it  aloog 
with  the  estate,  or  separately,  the  appellant  does  not  know, 
but,  in  either  case,  the  high  valuation  is  injudicious.  K 
sold  with  the  estate,  it  will  be  a  clog  when  so  valued.  If  I 
put  up  to  sale  separately,  who  will  purchase  a  large  honae 
without  land  annexed,  without  even  a  garden  ?  3d.  To  the 
sale  of  the  burial  place  of  his  family,  the  appellant  cannot 
object,  if  his  creditors  insist  upon  it ;  but  he  does  object  to 
the  way  in  which  the  tomb  of  his  forefathers  has  been 
valued,  and  by  the  interlocutor  is  ordered  to  be  put  up  to 
sale,  as  the  tomb  is  evidently  devoted  to  destruction,  and  in 
the  appellant's  humble  apprehension,  a  sort  of  authority  is 
given  for  the  commission  of  sacrilege. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents, — This  process  of  ranldog 
and  sale  has  been  carried  on  and  proceeded  in  with  an  exact 
conformity  to  the  act  of  sederunt,  and  the  present  appeal  is 
solely  got  up  for  the  purpose  of  retarding  the  sale  of  the 
appellant's  estates,  and  delaying  that  justice  he  owes  to  hi 
creditors,  of  receiving  payment  of  their  just  debts.  2. 6^ 
sides,  every  indulgence  in  the  way  of  delay  has  been  coo- 
ceded  to  the  appellant,  for  the  purpose  of  correcting  anj 
mistakes  in  the  valuation.  It  would  therefore  be  adv^nae  to 
the  interests  of  the  creditors  to  delay  the  sale  longer,  wUek 
has  depended  for  so  many  years  before  the  Court,  and  erea 
prejudicial  to  the  appellant  himself.  3d.  The  respondeats 
have  taken  the  most  proper  measures  for  ascertaining  and  ad- 
judging the  true  value  of  the  debtor's  estate ;  and  if  he  wis 
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difisatisfied  with  the  evidence  brought  forward  of  the  yalae,        1797, 

it  was  incumbent  upon  him  to  bring  contrary  eyidence,  if  it    

waa  in  his  power.  fbbgusom 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was  mossmIn,  &c. 

Ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and 
that  the  interlocutors  therein  complained  of  be  affirmed. 
And  it  is  further  ordered  the  appellant  do  pay  to 
the  respondents  £50  for  their  costs  in  respect  of  said 
appeal 

For  Appellant,  Sir  J.  Scotty    W,  GrafU,  J.  Atiatruther, 

W.  Adam, 
For  Respondents,  David  WiUiamaon^  Wtn.  Dundas. 


William  Ferguson  of  Raith,  Esq.  -  Appellant ; 

Hugh  Mossman,  Esq.,  and  J.  Anderson,)   jResnnndent 
W.S.      ------        J 

House  of  Lords,  17th  Feb.  1797. 

Judicial  Sale — Error— Misrepresentation — Advertisement 
OF  Sale. — ^The  teinds  were  represented  in  the  memorial  and  ab- 
streu^  of  a  rankiDg  and  sale,  and  in  the  advertisements  of  the 
sale  of  the  estate,  to  be  valued  and  to  be  exhausted,  and  subject  to  no 
further  burden  from  stipend.  Held,  on  discovery  of  an  informali- 
tj  &tal  to  the  sub-valuation,  and  which  deprived  the  lands  of  ex- 
emption from  such  burdens^  namely,  that  the  sub- valuation  and  re- 
port of  the  sub- commissioners  had  not  been  approved  of  by  the 
high  commission  of  teinds; — that  the  purchaser  was  not  entitled  to 
abatement  from  the  price,  there  being  no  mala  fides  on  the  part  of 
the  seller. 

The  appellant  was  purchaserof  the  lands  of  the  Macfarlane 
estate,  atajudicial  sale,  including  tbelandsofXJpperandiN'other 
Arrochar,  in  the  parish  of  Arrochar.  The  upset  price  was 
£19,756.  They  were  knocked  down  to  him  at  £28,000, 
and  were  bought  under  the  representation  that  the  teinds 
were  valued,  and  the  value  of  them  exhausted  by  the  stipend 
of  the  minister ;  and  this  was  set  forth  in  the  advertise- 
ments of  the  sale,  and  was  proved  by  the  sub-valuation  of 
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1797.  the  commissionerB,  in  August  1629  ;  and  by  a  decree  of  the 
-^-^—  Court  of  Session  in  July  1784,  which  had  refused  an  appli- 
FBRGusQN     cation  by  the  minister  for  an  augmentation  of  stipend,  on 

MOBSMAN  &c.  t^®  ground  that  it  was  proven  that  "  there  is  payable 
"  yearly  of  stipend  to  the  minister  of  Arrochar,  £28. 17^ 
"  Orrd./'  and  *'  that  the  teinds  of  the  said  lands  are  ex- 
^'  hausted/'  It  turned  out,  however,  that  there  was  a  mu- 
take,  namely,  the  sub-valuations  or  reports  of  the  snb- 
commissioners  were  not  legally  approved  of  by  the  high 
commission  of  teinds  by  a  proper  decree  of  approbation, 
and  the  sub-valuations  were  liable  to  other  intrinsic  ob- 
jections. Hence  the  appellant  insisted  in  the  present  a^ 
tion,  for  an  abatement  from   the  price  on  this  account, 

Jan.  23. 1796.  yet  the  Lord  Ordinary  found :  ^'  That  it  must  be  presumed 
**  that  Mr.  Ferguson,  prior  to  his  purchase  of  the  estate  of 
*'  Arrochar,  made  inquiry,  not  only  into  the  circumstanoeB 
'*  and  situation  of  that  estate,  but  also  into  the  rights  and 
''  titles  thereof;  and  as  he  had  obtained  all  right,  title,  and 
'^  interest,  which  Messrs.  Macfarlanes  and  their  crediton 
"  had  in  the  estate,  (which  was  all  they  were  bound  to  do 
''  by  the  conditions  of  sale),  therefore  finds  Mr.  Ferguson  is 
''  not  entitled  to  any  deduction  from  the  retained  price  on 
*'  account  of  the  teinds  in  question,  and  dismisses  Us  claim 

^^^•^andl7,"  accordingly."  And  on  two  representations,  the  Lord 
Ordinary  adhered,  and  on  reclaiming  petition,  the  Court 

June  1, adhered.* 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  wu 
brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — In  determining  the  question 
here  raised,  no  difference  can  be  made  in  point  of  principle 
between  a  judicial  sale  by  creditors  on  a  bankrupt  estate,  ud 
a  sale  voluntarily  made  by  the  proprietor  himself.  Th« 
rules  which  apply  in  the  latter  case  must,  with  equal  force, 
bind  and  take  effect  in  the  former ;  and,  assuming  no  dis- 
tinction to  exist  between  judicial  and  voluntary  sales,  at 
least  in  the  completion  of  the  sale,  it  is  a  fixed  rule,  recog- 
nized in  the  law  of  Scotland,  that  the  purchaser  is  entitled 
to  relief  against  the  seller  where  he  has  been  induced  to  the 


*  Lord  President  Campbell  said : — "  I  think  the  interlocnton 
right.  The  whole  facts  were  fairiy  stated,  and  offerers  might  pifgt  fat 
themselves.  What  if  the  teinds  had  been  stated  as  not  valued,  and 
afterwards  a  valuation  was  discovered  ?*' 
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purchase  either  by  fraud,  by  misrepresentation,  or  by  error.        1797. 
In  the  present  case,  by  misrepresentation  and  by  error,  the  ap-    — - 


pellant  was  induced  to  purchase  an  estate,  a  part  of  which    'bbcuson 
has  been  evicted  as  not  belonging  to  the  seller,  although  xossmav,  &c. 
soch  was  represented  to  belong  to  him,  and  a  price  paid,  upon 
the  distinct  understanding  that  it  formed  a  part  of  the  sub- 
ject sold,  and  warranted  as  such  by  the  seller.     In  such  a 
case,  the  Court  has  always  given  relief.     Vide  Mrs.  Blair  v. 
Murray,  16th  June  1790 ;  Loyds  v.  Creditors  of  Paterson, 
13th  Feb.  1782,  F.  C. ;  M^ean  v.  M*NeiU,  23d  June  1753, 
M.  14164.     Such  representation  appeared  in  the  whole  pro- 
ceedings of  the  judicial  sale.     In  the  memorial  and  abstract 
stating  the  rent,  burdens,  value  of  the  estate,  &c.,  and  like- 
wise in  the  advertisements,  and  the  assertions  of  the  agent 
on  the  sale,  it  was  expressly  set  forth  that  the  teinds  were 
valued  and  exhausted,  and  that  no  further  burden  could  in 
that  shape  be  brought  upon  the  property ;  and  it  would  be 
an  extraordinary  proposition  indeed,  to  say  that  the  appel- 
lant was  not  bound  to  rely  on  all  these  representations,  just 
as  it  would  be  equally  unjust  to  hold  that  when  all  these  re- 
presentations turned  out  erroneous,  there  was  to  be  no  re- 
medy ;  a  result  that  would  be  neither  consonant  with  law 
nor  justice.    Even  in  the  most  favourable  view  of  the  case  for 
the  creditors,  there  has  been  an  error  common  to  both  par- 
ties, in  which  case,  every  principle  declares  that  the  sellers 
ought  not  to  receive  a  price  for  a  subject  they  had  not  to 
give.     There  is  thus  an  error  in  the  first  essential  of  a  sale, 
namely,  the  subject.    And  at  the  very  least,  in  terms  of  the 
decisions,  in  such  cases  an  abatement  ought  to  be  allowed. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents. — The  appellant  does  not 
allege  that  the  teinds  of  the  lands  of  Upper  Arrochar  were 
comprehended  in  the  sale.  All  he  says  is,  that  it  was  held 
oat  to  purchasers  that  the  lands  could  not  be  subjected  to 
a  further  payment  as  for  teinds,  because  the  minister's 
stipend  exhausted  the  valued  teind,  which  he  says'  implied 
a  warranty  of  exemption.  But  it  by  no  means  follows  that 
he  was  bound  to  rely  on  the  memorial  and  abtracts  and  ad- 
vertisements. The  former  are  merely  framed  for  the  infor- 
mation of  the  judges,  and  the  latter  always  refers  to  the 
evidence  lying  in  Court,  for  any  fact  which  may  be  therein 
stated.  With  the  evidence  of  these  facts,  a  purchaser  at  a 
judicial  sale  must  be  presumed  satisfied.  And  these  repre- 
sentations were  mere  matter  of  opinion,  formed  and  given 
from  documents  pointed  out.  No  disguise  or  fraud  was 
practised,  and  as  it  was  admitted  that  the  appellant's  man 
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1797.      ^^  business  examined  those  writings,  and  in  particular  the 

subvaluation  in  1629,  he  and  they  are  to  blame  if  thej  did 

FBBCU80N  not  discover  the  informality  which  afterwards  proved  fatal 
Vide  Earl  of  Morton  v.  Creditors  of  Cunningham,  14th  Not. 
1738,  M.  141 75 ;  Dempster  v.  Creditors  of  Skibo,  27tli 
June  1788,  M.  13335 ;  Hannaj  v.  Creditors  of  Bargaly,  26th 
Jan.  1785,  M.  13334. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered    and    adjudged    that    the    interlocutors  be 
affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Sir  J.  Scotty  Wm.  Adam. 
For  Respondents,  W,  Grant,  J.  Anstruther. 
Note. — Unreported  in  Court  of  Session. 


[M.  15768.] 

Wm.  Ferguson  of  Raith,  ...        AppeUaai; 

Rev.  John  Gillespie,  Minister  of  Arrochar,         Respondent. 

Et  e  contra. 
House  of  Lords,  17th  February  1797. 

Approbation  of  Old  Sub-Valuation  op  Teinds — Debxucoos— 
Augmentation  of  Stipend — ^Exhausted  Teinds. — ^A  repoct  of 
the  sub-commissioners  as  to  the  valuation  of  the  teind,  was  scC 
fipproYed  of^  nor  had  the  sub-commissioners,  on  Taluing  the  teia^ 
taken  any  proof  of  the  yalue  of  the  lands.  (1.)  Held,  in  action  of  ap- 
probation brought  to  have  these  old  yaluations  approved  of  at 
the  distance  of  160  years,  that  approbation  fell  to  be  pnmomieed 
as  to  the  lands  of  Nether  Arrochar ;  but  (2.)  as  to  Upper  Airodnr, 
it  being  objected  that  the  minister  was  neither  present,  dot 
cited  to  appear  before  the  sub-commissioners  in  the  rahiatioii,  asd 
the  record  did  not  bear  either  that  he  was  present,  or  cited  to  ap- 
pear ;  Held  this  a  good  objection  to  the  approbation  as  regardi 
those  lands ;  and  therefore,  that  there  was  no  bar  to  the  ministQ's 
augmentation.  (3.)  Also  held,  that  it  is  not  a  dereliction  of  a  foma 
yaluation,  where  the  stipend  is  payable  part  in  money  and  part  in 
grain,  that  the  whole  has  been  paid  in  money  for  more  tlisa 
forty  years. 

The  informality  in  the  sub-valuations  of  the  lands  of 
Upper  and  Nether  Arrochar,  purchased  by  the  appellant, 
having  been  discovered,  as  stated  in  the  preceding  case,  this 
induced  the  minister  of  the  parish  to  bring  a  process  of  ang- 
mentation  before  the  Court  of  Session,  as  Lords  ComiiUB- 
sioners  for  the  Plantation  of  Eirks  and  Valuation  of 
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setting  forth,  that  as  his  stipend  was  greatly  under  the       17 97. 

minimam  of  £43.  Ss.  IO4J.,  which  was  totally  inadequate  to 

the  extent  of  the  parish,  and  burden  of  the  cure ;  and  as  ""^^^^^"^ 
the  rental  of  the  whole  lands  (nine-tenths  of  which  be-  GiLLB'spnt. 
longed  to  the  appellant),  amounted  to  £1000  per  annum, 
one-fifth  of  which  by  law  was  the  teind  of  the  parish,  there 
was  sufficient  fund  for  an  augmentation  of  the  minister's 
stipend.  In  defence,  the  appellant  pleaded,  that]  the  lands 
ought  not  to  be  fixed  at  a  fifth  part  of  the  present  rent,  be- 
cause the  amount  of  these  teinds  had  been  fixed  by  two  old 
sub-valuations,  pronounced  in  the  year  1629,  from  which  it 
appeared  they  were  valued  at  no  more  than  412  merks 
Scots,  (£22.  7s.  9|d.)  and  twelve  bolls  of  meal,  (equal  to 
£6.  lOs.)  and  therefore,  that  the  stipend  already  paid  the 
minister,  more  than  exhausted  the  whole  teind,  and  conse- 
quently there  was  no  room  for  augmentation.  The  sub- 
valuations  had  been  approved  of  by  the  High  Commission 
of  teinds,  by  a  decree  of  approbation  in  1769,  but  errone- 
ously, as  they  proceeded  upon  the  footing  that  the  400 
merks  in  the  report  as  to  Upper  Arrochar,  was  for  both 
stock  and  teind,  whereas  it  was  for  teind  only ;  and  the  de- 
cree,  therefore,  laboured  under  a  radical  defect.  It  being 
necessary  to  complete  the  sub-valuations  by  a  decree  of  ap- 
probation, the  appellant  in  consequence  was  obliged  to  bring  ' 
also  a  process  of  approbation.  There  was  also  a  deletion  in 
one  of  these  reports  of  the  sub-valuations,  the  following 
words  being  deleted, — '*  of  the  teinds ;"  and  the  summons 
set  forth,  that  the  words  "  of  the  teinds,"  in  the  se- 
cond of  these  reports,  having  reference  to  the  lands  of 
Upper  Arrochar,  having  been  improperly  deleted,  ought  to 
stand  as  part  of  the  valuation,  and  both  reports  approved  of. 
The  respondent  being  called  as  a  defender,  appeared,  and 
besides  disputing  that  the  words  ^^  of  the  teinds"  should 
stand  apart  of  this  sub- valuation,  he  pleaded  in  defence,  that 
the  appellant  was  not  now  entitled  to  obtain  decree  of  ap- 
probation, because  the  benefit  of  such  sub-valuation  was 
lost  by  dereliction,  as  the  stipend  which  had  been  paid  to 
the  minister  of  the  parish,  beyond  the  years  of  the  long 
prescription,  exceeded  the  amount  of  teind  ascertained  and 
fixed  by  these  sub- valuations  by  the  sum  of  £3.  10s.  l-^Vd* 
(According  to  the  appellant  of  £1. 16s.  9d.).  The  minister's 
process  of  augmentation  was  sisted  until  the  issue  of  the 
process  of  approbation,  as  it  depended  upon  it,  whether 
there  were  any  teinds  out  of  which  an  augmentation  could 
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1797.       be  modified  ;  and  on  this  the  Lord  Ordinary  ordered  memo- 
-  rials,  and  when  these  were  reported  to  the  Court,  the  Lords 

.  ^  were  satisfied  that  the  objection  stated  to  the  sub-valuatioD, 

CILLB8PIB.  in  consequence  of  the  words  '^  of  the  teind"  being  deleted, 
was  irrelavent,  and  the  objection  on  the  ground  of  dereiic- 
tion  not  good,  but,  in  consequence  of  two  other  objeetioM 
being  suggested,  1st.  That  the  amount  of  the  teinds  had 
been  ascertained  in  these  old  yaluations  without  any  proof; 
and,  2d.  That  in  so  far  as  regards  the  lands  of  Upper  Arrochar, 
to  which  the  second  sub-valuation  relates,  the  minister  o( 
the  parish  neither  was  present  nor  cited  as  a  party.  Upon 
these  points,  the  Lords,  before  answer,  ordered  additional 
memorials,  after  considering  which,  their  Lordehips  pro- 
Jan.  22, 1794.  nounced  this  interlocutor : — **  The  Lords  having  adrifled 
<'  the  libel  of  approbation,  with  the  report  of  the  sob-com- 
'' missioners  of  the  presbytery  of  Dumbarton  libelled  on, 
<*  memorials,  and  additional  memorials  for  both  parties, 
^'  they  ratify,  allow,  and  approve  the  said  report,  in  so  &r 
<^  as  regards  the  pursuer's  lands  of  Nether  Arrochar ,  and 
'*  interpone  their  decreet  and  authority  thereto,  and  decern 
^<  conform  to  the  conclusions  of  the  libel  in  so  far  as  con- 
"  corns  these  lands ;  Refuse  to  approve  the  said  report  in  so 
"  far  as  regards  the  pursuer's  lands  of  Upper  Arrochar :  As- 
''  soilzie  the  defender  from  that  conclusion  of  the  libel, 
"  and  decern." 

The  teinds  of  Nether  Arrochar,      .        .        £6  13    4 
Teinds  of  Upper  Arrochar,    .        .        .         22    6    5xr 


According  to  tho  sub-valuation,  .  £28  17  9/t 
But  the  minister  had  always  been  paid  £30.  lis.  2-^. 
As  the  above  decision,  in  regard  to  the  teinds  of 
Upper  Arrochar,  left  a  sufficient  fund  for  the  minister'!) 
augmentation,  taking  a  fifth  of  the  present  rental  of  tbose 
lands,  independently  altogether  of  the  teinds  of  Nether 
Arrochar,  the  respondent  did  not  seek  to  disturb  the  judg- 
ment on  this  last  point,  seeing  that  the  decision  made  tbe 
lands  liable  to  further  burden  of  augmentation  of  stipend. 
But  a  reclaiming  petition  was  presented  by  the  appellant, 
wherein  he  contended,  in  answer  to  the  objection,  as  concemi 
the  sub-valuation  of  Upper  Arrochar,  regarding  the  minister 
not  being  present,  nor  cited  to  appear  ;  that  His  Majesty, 
the  arbitrator  to  whom  had  been  submitted  the  settlement 
of  teinds,  had,  by  his  letter  to  the  sub-commission^ 
directed  that  where  there  had  been  an  old  rental;  and  the 
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teindfl  had  been  paid  conform  thereto,  these  **  old  rentals       1*^^* 

"  should  stand  for  a  valuation  where  the  parties  consent,  or   

"  do  not  oppose  it ;"  and,  consequently,  it  was  notincum-  ^®^°^  '**^*' 
bent  on  him  to  shew,  nor  necessary  for  the  record  of  the  cillkspib. 
sub-valuation  to  set  forth,  that  the  minister  was  present,  in 
order  to  found  a  conclusion  that  he  did  not  object,  as  in 
this  public  act  he  must  be  presumed  to  know;  and  the  na- 
tural inference  from  his  not  being  present  was,  that  he  had 
no  ground  to  oppose  the  valuation.  And  though  the  report 
of  the  sub* valuation  did  not  mention  that  the  minister  was 
present,  it  did  not  therefore  follow  that  he  was  not  lawfully 
cited  to  appear.  The  legal  presumption  rather  was,  omnia 
rite  et  solemniter  <icta^  especially  as  to  him,  who  was  an 
essential  party  to  be  called;  and,  at  the  distance  of  160  years, 
it  was  reasonable  to  presume  that  he  was  so  called,  in  order 
to  make  the  proceedings  effectual  against  him. 

Besides,  there  was  prima  facie  evidence  that  the  minister 
knew  well  of  the  proceedings  and  diets  as  to  Upper  Arro- 
char,  because  it  appears  from  the  report,  in  regard  to  the 
Nether  Arrochar  teinds,  which  was  going  on  at  the  same 
time  with  Upper  Arrochar,  that  the  minister  was  present  at 
Tarious  parts  of  the  proceedings.     He  could  not  attend 
the  one  without  being  apprised  of  the  diets  in  regard  to  the 
other.    If  he  attended  to  the  one,  in  which  his  interest  was 
infinitely  of  lesser  magnitude,  the  presumption  is,  that  he 
was  present  and  attended  to  the  other.     The  respondent 
answered :  That  it  was  true,  that  his  Majesty  had  ordered 
that  the  old  rentals  should  stand  as  the  valuation,  where  the 
parties  consent,  or  do  not  oppose ;  but  this  only  applied 
where  parties  having  interest  either  appear,  or  are  lawfully 
cited  to  appear ;  but  here  the  minister  did  not  appear,  nor 
was  cited  to  appear,  of  which  the  record  itself  bore  evidence, 
because  the  report  of  the  sub- valuators  does  not  mention  either 
the  one  or  the  other.     He  cannot  therefore  be  held  as  not 
opposing  what  he  was  entirely  ignorant  of:  Had  he  been 
cited  to  appear,  or  had  he  appeared,  the  argument  deduced 
from  his  not  opposing  the  valuation  would  have  had  consi- 
derable force ;  but  when,  ex  fade  of  the  record,  the  minister 
WEB  neither  present  nor  cited,  no  such  conclusion  or  conse- 
quence can  follow.     Nor  is  the  reasoning  in  regard  to  the 
sub-valuation  of  the  lands  of  Nether  Arrochar,  which  took 
place  at  the  same  time,  and  at  some  of  which  he  was  pre. 
sent,  more  conclusive,  because  the  proceedings  in  these  two 
cases  were  totally  different.     The  properties  at  that  time, 
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1797.       belonged  to  different  parties,  which  necessitated  in  each  a 
separate  procedure.    The  Court,  of  this  date,  adhered. 


PKBousoN        Thereafter  the  process  of  augmentation  was  resumed,  and 
GILLESPIE,    the  minister  was  allocated  a  stipend  of  twelve  bolls  of  meal, 
Feb.  4,  1795.  and  £1000  Scots  (le.)  £83.  6s.  8d.),  with  £5  for  commo- 
nion  elements. 

An  appeal  was  then  brought  to  the  House  of  Loidg 
against  the  above  interlocutors,  in  so  far  as  concerns  the 
lands  of  Upper  Arrochar,  and  a  cross  appeal  by  the  respond* 
ent  in  regard  to  Nether  Arrochar. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant, — The  appellant's  predecenar 
in  those  lands,  obtained,  so  long  back  as  160  years  ago,  ac- 
cording to  the  usual  forms  and  act  of  Parliament  obaerred 
in  such  cases,  a  valuation  of  his  lands  by  the  sub-oommis- 
sioners  appointed  for  that  purpose.  The  commissionen,  as 
directed  by  the  letter  from  King  Charles  the  First,  haiiag 
declared  the  old  rentals  to  stand  for  a  valuation,  the  titular 
consenting,  and  the  minister,  the  only  other  person  inter- 
ested, not  opposing,  that  valuation  took  effect  accordinglj, 
and  has  stood  unimpeached  for  nearly  two  centuries;  for 
the  Court  of  Teinds  having,  in  the  present  action,  repeUed 
the  objection,  founded  on  an  alleged  dereliction,  did  therebj 
virtually  find  and  declare  that  the  sub-valuation  had  been 
the  rule  of  payment  downwards  from  the  date  of  the  valna- 
tion.  Accordingly,  no  augmentation  has  been  made  to  the 
minister  ever  since ;  and  an  application  made  by  the  minia- 
ter  in  1767  was  dismissed,  the  Court  being  of  opinion,  that 
as  the  Teinds  were  valued  and  exhausted,  they  had  no 
power  to  give  an  augmentation  in  such  circumBtances.  On 
this  distinct  understanding,  namely,  that  the  teinds  were 
valued  and  exhausted,  and  the  lands  not  liable  to  be  farther 
burdened  with  augmentation  of  stipend,  the  appellant  had 
purchased  these  lands,  paid  a  price  upwards  of  £8000  above 
the  proved  value,  and  it  is  but  reasonable  and  just  to  expect 
that  this  sub- valuation  ought  not  to  be  set  aside  on  light  or 
critical  objections  in  point  of  form.  But  if  the  objection  is 
of  any  force  at  all,  it  can  only  be  upon  the  ground  that  the 
minister  was  not  called  as  a  party  to  the  valuation  by  the 
sub-commissioners,  or  that  he  had  no  notice  of  the  proceed- 
ings, and  no  opportunity  of  appearing  for  his  interest ;  and 
that  by  his  not  appearing,  his  interest  has  been  hurt  by  col- 
lusion between  the  heritor  and  the  titular.  Both  the  fit- 
sumptio  juris  and  presumptio  hominis  are  against  those  sop- 
positions,  as  the  lands  of  Kcther  Arrochar  and  Upper  Ano- 


1797. 


GILLB8PIB. 
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char  stood  precisely  in  the  same  situation — their  valuation 
was  going  on  at  one  and  the  same  time ;  and  it  is  in  evi- 
dence that  the  minister  made  several  appearances  in  the    febguson 
valuation  of  Nether  Arrochar,  and  consented  as  to  these,     _  ^- 
that  the  **  auld  rental  of  the  teinds"  should  stand  as  for- 
merly.   The  presumption  therefore  was,  that  the  minister 
was  cited  to  the  valuation  of  the  Upper  Arrochar,  or  that 
he  had  appeared :   And  it  would  be  extremely  hard  to  re- 
quire, at  the  distance  of  160  years,  the  evidence  of  a  regular 
and  formal  citation,  when  it  is  so  established  a  rule  of  Court, 
that  the  grounds  and  warrants  of  decrees  cannot  be  de- 
manded after  a  period  of  twenty  years  from  their  date.     A 
less  rigid  rule  ought  here  to  be  adopted.    Both  these  sub- 
valuations  had  already,  in  point  of  fact,  been  approved  by 
a  decree  of  approbation  of  1769 ;  and  it  was  only  in  conse- 
quence of  the  mistake  therein  that  the  present  process  was 
resorted  to  ;  and  also  in  order  to  have  the  improper  deletion  of 
the  words,  *'  of  the  teinds,"  in  one  of  the  sub- valuations  re- 
stored.    In  that  former  process  of  approbation,  tho  present 
objections  were  equally  competent  that  are  now  urged  by 
the  minister,  but  they  were  not  stated  :  As  to  the  cross  ap- 
peal, had  the  valuation  been  of  the  stock  and  teind  jointly, 
and  not  of  the  teind  only,  it  would  have  been  so  expressed : 
but  the  business  of  the  sub-commissioners  was  to  report  as 
to  the  value  of  the  teind,  and  of  course  the  400  merks  must 
be  taken  as  the  tithe  only ;  and  the  deletion  of  the  words 
must  have  happened  by  mistake  or  accident.    As  to  derelic- 
tion, there  are  no  grounds  for  sustaining  this  plea — a  plea 
that  carries  with  it  such  heavy  consequences  is  never  to  be 
presumed.    That  the  fanciful  distinction  of  a  dereliction 
from  payment,  partly  of  money  and  partly  of  corn,  instead 
of  com  generally,  does  not  apply.    If  one  sort  of  grain  had 
been  substituted  for  another,  there  might  have  been  a  change 
in  the  species  of  the  payment,  but  not  where  money  has  been 
paid  in  place  of  grain ;  and  dereliction  was  not  to  be  pre- 
sumed where  the  difference  in  amount  was  so  small,  proba- 
bly arising  in  converting  the  grain  into  money,  or  from  pure 
favour  shown  to  the  minister.    The  sub- valuations  being  nei- 
ther irregular,  nor  without  proof,  ought  to  be  sustained. 

Pleaded/or  the  Respondent* — In  a  process  of  sub-valua- 
tion before  the  sub-commissioners,  it  was  necessary  that  all 
parties  interested  in  the  teinds  should  be  present,  or  should 
be  lawfully  cited  to  attend.  And  it  cannot  be  alleged  or 
pretended  that  the  minister  was  present,  although  in  this 
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1797.       case  he  had  the  most  important  interest  in  the  proceedings, 

"    being  both  titular  of  the  teinds  and  parish  minister,  because 

CURTIS,  c.  ^j^^  reverse  is  presumable  from  the  evidence  of  the  record, 
cHippBNDALE.  which  mentious  the  names  of  so  many  other  persons,  but 
makes  no  mention  whatever  of  the  minister,  and  ihus  the 
proceedings  laboured  under  a  radical  and  fundamental 
defect.  On  the  cross-appeal :  On  the  point  of  dereliction. 
The  stipend  paid  the  minister  for  time  far  exceeding  the 
long  prescription  is  greater  than  the  amount  fixed  and  ascer- 
tained bj  the  report  of  the  sub^commissioners ;  and  as  it  is 
clearly  established  law  that  any  heritor  who,  sciens  et  pru- 
denSf  pays  either  to  the  minister  or  titular  more  than  the 
amount  of  the  teind  as  fixed  by  the  sub-commissioners,  he 
must  be  considered  as  having  abandoned  the  sub-valuation, 
and  lost  the  benefit  thereof  by  dereliction. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed, 
with  £150  costs  to  the  respondent  in  respect  of  the 
appeal :  And  it  is  farther  ordered  and  adjudged,  that 
the  cross-appeal  be  dismissed  this  House :  And  it  de- 
clared that  the  said  order  of  dismissal  of  the  said  croas- 
appeal  be  without  prejudice,  it  being  unnecessary  to 
enter  into  the  matter  of  the  same. 

For  Appellant. — Sir  John  Scott,  Wm.  Adam, 

For  Bespondents. — Ro,  Dundas,  Sir    Wm,   Grant,   John 

AnatrutheTj    Wm,  Robertson,   Arch,  CampbeH 


[M.  2589.] 

Wm.  Curtis,  E.  Maitland,  and  John  New- 
man, (Assignees  under  Messrs.  Gibson  &  ^  Appellants; 
Johnson's  bankruptcy,  London, 

Edward  Chippendale,  Trustee  on  the  Se-  ^ 

questrated  Estate  of  Wm.  M^Alpine  &  r  ^^^pondenL 
Co.  Calico  Printers,  Scotland,  ) 

House  of  Lords,  2Sd  February  1797. 

Compensation — Retention — Bill  Transactions — ^Foreign  Debt 
— ^Ranking. — Circumstances  i^  which  held  (reversing  the  jo%* 
ment  of  the  Court  of  Session),  that  bankrupts  in  England  were  ear 
titled  to  rank  on  a  bankrupt  estate  in  Scotland,  without  the  latter 
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being  entitled  to  set  off  against  their  claim,  bills  of  the  bankrupts         1797. 
in  England  which  they  had  held,  bat  which  they  had  indorsed  a- 


way  for  yalae,  not  being  now  holders  thereof,  and  the  proper   cijbtis,  &c, 

chippbkdalb. 


holders  haying  ranked  on  the  bankrupts'  estate  in  England. 


M^Alpine  and  Co.  ^ere  traders  in  Scotland.  Gibson  and 
Johnson  were  bankers  in  London.  Both  became  bankrupt,  and 
the  respondent  was  trustee  on  M'Alpine  &  Co.^s  estate ;  the 
appellants  being  official  assignees  under  the  bankruptcy  of 
Gibson  &  Johnson.  The  question  which  arose  was,  a  claim 
of  set  off  or  retention  made  by  M^ Alpine  and  Go.  against  a 
claim  lodged  on  their  estate,  by  the  official  assignees  of 
Gibson  and  Johnson,  in  the  following  circumstances : — 

A  great  many  bills  drawn,  indorsed,  and  accepted  by 
M'Alpine  and  Co.  had,  in  the  common  course  of  dealing, 
been  indorsed  to  Gibson  and  Johnson  by  Livesey,  Hargreaye, 
and  Co.,  and  other  persons,  for  good  and  yaluable  consider- 
ations paid  by  Gibson  and  Johnson:  On  the  other  hand, 
Gibson  and  Johnson  haying  accepted  yarious  bills  of  ex- 
change in  the  course  of  their  dealings,  these  bills,  in  the 
coarse  of  circulation,  had  passed  into  the  hands  of  M'Alpine 
and  Co.,  who  again  indorsed  them  to  others,  receiying  a  full 
and  yaluable  consideration  ;  and  at  the  time  of  Gibson  and 
Johnson's  bankruptcy,  all  these  bills  had  a  yariety  of  names 
upon  them  as  indorsers. 

The  objection  by  the  respondent,  trustee  on  M^Alpine 
&  Co/s  estate,  was  as  follows : — "  Gibson  and  Johnson  hay- 
ing claimed  to  be  ranked  for  the  sum  of  £25,801.  48.  lOd. 
as  the  amount  of  thirty-six  bills  drawn  by  the  bankrupts 
(M^Alpine  &  Co.),  upon  yarious  persons,  and  indorsed  to  the 
claimants."  To  this  large  claim,  this  general  objection  is 
stated,  "That  the  bankrupts  held  bills  to  the  amount  of 
£22,513.  14s.  5d.  accepted  by  Messrs.  Gibson  and  John- 
Bon,  which  the  bankrupts  indorsed  away  to  different  persons. 
These  bills  not  being  retired  by  Messrs.  Gibson  and  John- 
son the  acceptors,  were  duly  protested  against  them  for  not 
payment,  and  against  the  bankrupts  and  the  other  indorsers 
for  recourse  and  payment,  and  are  accordingly  now  claimed, 
and  ranked  on  the  estate  of  Wm.  M< Alpine  and  Co.  The 
claimants  therefore  can  only  rank  for  the  balance,  amount- 
ting  to  £3257.  lis.  5d.,  after  setting  off  the  amount  due  to 
M'Alpine  &  Co." 

The  Lord  Ordinary,  of  this  date,  sustained  the  objection,  Noy.  26,1790. 
in  respect  of  no  answers ;  but  the  assignees  of  Gibson  and 
Johnson  afterwards  appearing,  and  being  heard,  the  Lord 
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1797.      Ordinary  adhered  to  his  former  interlocutor.    On  another 


CURTIS,  &C. 


representation,  he  took  the  case  to  report  to  the  Court,  who 
found  the  plea  of  retention  well  founded ;  and,  on  reclaim- 

cHippENDALB.  iflg  potition*  they  adhered.* 
May  12, 1791.     ^^  ^ 

Dec.  13,1793. — — 

Dec.  1, 1794.         *  Opinions  of  the  Judges: — 
Dec.  9,  1794. 

Lord  Pbbsidbnt  Campbell.—''  I  first  consider  the  case  upon 

the  principles  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  and  the  rules  of  ranld]]^ 
founded  on  common  law  and  reason,  independent  of  any  peculiari- 
ties with  respect  to  compensation  in  the  law  of  England. 

2d.  I  examine  whether  there  are  any  such  peculiarities,  and  whit 
effect  these  ought  to  have  on  the  question. 

Ist.  Point — Suppose  A  as  principal,  and  B  as  cautioner,  owe 
£100  to  0,  and  A  becomes  bankrupt,  0  claims  upon  his  estate,  ii 
ranked  for  the  whole  debt,  and  recoyers  ten  shillings  in  the  poood, 
t.  e.  £50.  He  then  recoyers  the  other  £50  from  B ;  can  B  be  ad- 
mitted as  a  claimant  also  upon  A's  estate  either  for  £100  or  for  £50  ? 
B  has  paid  ex  mandato  for  A  £50,  and  to  that  extent  (not  to  the 
extent  of  £100)  he  seems  to  have  a  just  demand  against  A,  and 
would  certainly,  if  A  were  solyent,  recoyer  his  payment ;  but  the 
other  creditors  of  A  haye  an  interest  and  title  to  object  to  any 
further  claim  upon  his  bankrupt  funds  for  this  debt,  the  same  haTJsg 
already  got  its  due  proportion  of  these  funds.  If  A  shall  aftemaida 
acquire  any  funds,  these  may  be  liable,  but  not  the  bankrupt  finidsi 
which  haye  already  been  claimed  upon  ;  for  it  is  enough  that  eadi 
debt  is  ranked  for  twenty  shillings  in  the  pound.  The  same  debt 
cannot  be  ranked  for  thirty  shillings  or  forty  shillings,  whether  in 
name  of  one  creditor,  or  two  or  more  jointly  or  successiyely ;  so  it 
was  laid  down  as  clear  law  in  the  case  of  Sir  John  Anstruther,  27th 
May  and  17th  June  1790,  which  was  supposed  to  be  in  a  difoest 
situation. 

^^  The  principal  and  the  cautioner  may,  either  jointly  or  sepaiatdj, 
claim  that  the  debt  in  question  shall  be  ranked  for  its  foil  amoont 
to  the  effect  of  drawing  the  dividend  beloDging,  in  proportion  with 
other  creditors,  but  they  cannot,  in  justice  to  the  other  creditois,  ia 
any  form  or  shape  whatever  do  more. 

"  This  principle  applies  equally,  or  rather  a  fortiori,  to  the  case 
of  indorsed  bills ;  the  indorsers  being  in  a  situation  even  less  &Toar- 
able  than  cautioners  ;  for,  after  having  parted  with  the  bill  by  in- 
dorsation, they  quit  all  hold  of  it  for  a  time,  and  have  no  claim  of 
relief  against  prior  indorsers,  drawer  or  acceptor,  upon  the  contio- 
gency  of  the  bill  returning  back  upon  them.  No  such  action  of  relief, 
it  is  presumed,  was  ever  attempted,  as  it  is  not  founded  in  the 
nature  of  a  bill :  for  the  indorsation  of  a  bill  is  not  of  the  natore  of 
a  cautionary  obligation.  None  of  the  rules  with  respect  to  cantioa- 
ary,  such  as  the  benefit  of  discussion,  septennial  prescription,  ^ 
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AgaiDst    these    interlocutors    the    present  appeal   was       1797. 
brought. 


Pleaded  hy  the  Afypellants. — The  plea  of  set  off  or  reten-  c^rtis,  &c. 
tion  does  not  here  apply.    The  two  estates  do  not  stand  incHippESDALE. 


i^ply  to  it  Each  indorsation  is  considered  as  a  new  draft  or  order, 
which  subjects  the  indorser  as  drawer,  if  the  bill  happens  to  be  dis- 
honoured. But  the  law  does  not  presume  any  such  case  un- 
til  it  really  happens ;  and  he  is  liable^  not  as  cautioner  but  as  princi- 
pal, to  pay  his  draft  When  the  bill  does  come  back  upon  him,  and 
when  he  pays  it,  either  in  whole  or  in  part,  he  becomes  the  holder 
of  that  bill ;  and  he  may  carry  his  claim  backward  to  those  who  are 
liable  to  him.  But  the  bill,  as  one  entire  debt  whether  in  the 
hands  of  one  holder  or  another,  or  claimed  upon  by  many  holders, 
against  the  bankrupt  estate  of  that  person  ultimately  liable,  can  only 
be  made  the  subject  of  one  entire  claim,  and  can  only  draw  a  divi- 
dend along  with'other  creditors  of  the  bankrupt  according  to  that 
daim ;  for  although  there  may  be  different  persons  concerned,  yet  the 
debt  can  only  be  ranked  to  one  or  all  of  them  for  twenty  shillings  in 
the  pound,  not  for  thirty  shillings  or  forty  shillings. 

^'  To  illustrate  this  still  more,  suppose  C,  the  holder  of  the  bill, 
claims  upon  the  bankrupt  estate  of  A,  the  acceptor,  for  £100»  and 
out  of  that  estate  draws  ten  shillings  in  the  pound,  t.  e.  £50,  he  also 
claims  upon  the  bankrupt  estate  of  B,  the  drawer  and  endorser,  and 
receiyes  five  shillings  in  the  pound,  t.  e.  £25.  Can  B,  or  the  trustee 
for  his  creditors;  say,  I  must  now  also  rank  upon  A's  estate,  in  order 
that  I  may  get  this  £25,  for  which  I  am  just  creditor  to  him,  as 
haying  paid  this  part  of  the  bill  for  him.  If  B  is  entitled  to  draw 
any  thing  at  all  out  of  A's  estate,  whether  the  dividend  be  more  or 
less,  he  ought  instantly  to  yield  it  up  to  C,  because  it  is  to  him  that 
every  thing  that  can  be  recovered  is  due,  until  he  is  fully  paid.  But 
this  would  substantially  resolve  into  a  preference  in  favour  of  0, 
over  all  the  other  creditors  of  A,  and  would  result  in  his  obtaining 
perhaps  fifteen  shillings  in  the  pound  out  of  that  estate,  when  other 
creditors  who  are  pari  passu  with  him,  receive  only  ten  shillings  in 
the  pound. 

<^  These  principles  appear  obvious  enough  in  a  case  of  direct 
claim  of  ranking  being  made  by  two  different  persons,  interested  as 
creditors  in  the  same  debt.  Bat  the  question  is,  whether  the  same 
objection  occurs,  where  one  of  them  has  no  occasion  to  make  any 
claim  at  all,  or  at  least  delays  it  till  a  claim  is  made  ex  alia  causa, 
in  order  that  he  may  then  have  an  opportunity  of  pleading  compen- 
sation? 

*^  If  this  counter  claim  cannot  be  made  directly  for  the  purpose  of 
ranking  upon  the  estate  of  a  debtor,  which  has  been  once  claimed 
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^'^'^"       the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  to  each  other.     Had 
o      M'Alpine  and  Co.  still  been  possessed  of  the  bilk,  then  re- 

CURTIS     &C  i  '  ' 

p.  '     *  tention^    and  compensation    would  have    been    pleadable 
cHippiSNDALE.  \yy  thom  agaittst  Gibson  and  Johnson's  claim.    But,  by  iu- 


upon  for  the  same  debt,  can  it  be  made  indirectly,  bj  stating  it  in 
the  way  of  compensation  or  retention  ?  The  objection  to  such  a 
coarse  is,  that^  in  order  to  make  way  for  compensation  or  retentioD, 
the  ground  of  the  counter  claim  must  be  produced,  and  sustained  as 
a  good  demand  against  the  estate  of  the  original  claimant ;  and  if  it 
cannot  be  sustained  as  a  good  claim,  neither  can  it  as  a  grooiid  of 
compensation  or  retention,  e»  g.  if  it  shall  happen  to  be  prescribed. 

"  The  case  here  seems  to  be  the  same  ;  for  the  holders  of  the  bills 
having  already  claimed,  and  their  claim  having  been  sustained  upon 
the  estate  of  the  acceptor,  for  the  whole  contents  of  these  bills,  they 
cannot  be  claimed  on  a  second  time  by  M* Alpine  the  indorser,  ergo 
there  are  not  termini  hahiles  iot  setting  them  off  by  compensation 
or  retention,  for  a  bad  debt  cannot  be  set  off  against  a  good  one. 

"  Besides,  if  M^ Alpine's  trustee  could  make  his  counter  claim  ef- 
fectual in  this  manner,  out  of  the  bankrupt  effects  of  Gibson  and 
Johnson,  he  would  be  obliged  to  yield  up  the  advantage  thereby 
acquired  to  the  holders  of  the  bills,  to  whom  M'AIpine  has  only  paid 
a  small  dividend.  Compensation  or  retention  operates  as  a  prefer- 
able security,  and  this  preference  he  must  communicate  to'  the  party 
to  whom  he  himself  is  bound,  and  at  whose  expense  he  is  pleading  it 

"  The  debt  which  M' Alpine  owes  to  Gibson  and  Johnson  makes 
a  part  of  the  bankrupt  estate  of  the  latter,  and  if  detained,  the  cre- 
ditors of  Gibson  and  Johnson  will  so  far  be  deprived  of  their  pay- 
ment, and  therefore  M'Alpine  makes  this  claim  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  bill  holders  to  whom  he  is  bound. 

2nd.  Point* — Suppose  these  principles  were  inadmissible  by  the 
law  of  Scotland,  yet  if  they  are  founded  in  the  law  of  EIngiaiid, 
which  would  seem  to  be  the  case,  it  is  next  to  be  considered,  whether 
we  ought  not  in  this  case  to  decide  according  to  the  laws  of  Elngland ; 
as  the  question  truly  resolves  into  this,  whether  we  ought  to  admit 
a  plea  of  compensation  against  the  assignees  of  Gibson  and  Johnson* 
suing  for  recovery  of  their  debtors*  estate  here,  or,  in  other  wotda, 
whether  a  counter  claim  against  that  estate,  which  would  not  be 
admitted  in  England,  can  be  set  up  here  ? 

'^  The  principles  of  reconvention  must  be  attended  to  in  this 
question,  Gibson  and  Johnson  being  an  English  house,  the  assignees 
under  their  bankruptcy  must  be  permitted  to  recover  their  effects 
here,  in  order  to  divide  them  in  England,  according  to  the  rule  laid 
down  in  the  cases  of  Thomson  and  Taler,  &c;  and  although,  in 
makmg  that  recovery  effectual,  they  must  be  regulated  by  the  kw  of 
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dorsing  them  away  for  value  long  before  the  bankruptcy  of       1797. 

Gibson  and  Johnson,  they  thereby  transferred  their  right  to   

the  holders,  who  are  entitled  to  rank,  and  who  have  accord-  cnaTi9,  &c. 
ingly  ranked  on  Gibson  and  Johnson's  estate.     It  is  a  mis-  chippendals* 


Scotland,  and  must  give  way  to  the  legal  diligence  of  this  country, 
the  present  question  is  of  a  different  nature,  for  it  goes  to  the  ralidi- 
ty  of  their  claim,  or  rather  to  the  constitution  of  a  counter  claim 
against  them,  which  is  supposed  to  be  founded  in  a  rule  of  the  law 
of  Scotland,  but  not  in  any  rule  of  the  law  of  England,  which  is  the 

Jorum  of  the  party  against  whom  this  counter  claim  is  pleaded,  and 
which  alone  ought  to  be  regarded.  See  Huber,  B.  I.  tit.  3,  §  7* 
lib.  II.  tit.  2,  §  2,  &c.     Voet,  lib.  5,  tit.  1,  §  7.  8,  &c. 

"  It  is  an  important  and  yery  general  question,  whether  being  so 
reached  by  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  so  as  to  make  way  for  a 
daim  of  debt  against  the  bankrupt  estate  under  their  management^ 
the  adverse  party  is  entitled  to  set  up  a  plea  of  compensation  and 
retention,  however  well  founded  in  the  law  of  Scotland,  if  it  has  no 
foundation  at  all  in  the  law  of  England,  to  which  last  country  the 
estate  now  claimed  on  belongs. 

**  M'Alpine*s  trustee  is  undoubtedly  entitled  to  meet  the  action 
these  assignees  have  brought,  by  any  good  claim  which  M'AIpine 
may  have  against  the  estate  of  Gibson  and  Johnson,  t.  e.  any  claim 
which  can  in  law  be  made  effectual  against  that  estate ;  but  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  they  can  meet  it  by  a  claim  which  is  not  good  in  law, 
and  could  not  be  made  the  subject  of  a  direct  demand  against  the 
assignees  of  Gibson  and  Johnson. — ^This  does  not  go  to  the  mere 
matter  of  forum,  but  to  the  nature  of  the  debt,  and  the  validity  of  the 
claim ;  for  it  is  admitted  that  Gibson  and  Johnson  were  liable  in  re- 
course upon  these  bills  to  M' Alpine;  but  if  it  can  be  said  that  the  de- 
mand of  recourse,  so  far  as  it  lay  against  the  estate  of  Gibson  and  John- 
son, Is  already  satisfied,  and  that  no  further  claim  is  admissible  by  the 
law  of  the  countiy  where  the  claim  fell  to  be  made,  and  where  satis- 
faction was  due,  can  the  claim,  by  any  circuitous  mode  of  procedure 
elsewhere,  be  revived  and  set  up  again  in  the  manner  which  is  here 
contended  ? 

**  The  distinctions  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Watson  1/.  Renton,  2l8t 
Jan.  1792>  (Mor.  4582)  appear  to  be  founded  in  just  principles.  It  is 
a  mere  accident  that  this  demand  against  the  estate  of  Gibson  and 
Johnson  comes  to  be  made  here  in  the  way  of  exception.  It  is  by 
accident  that  any  part  of  the  bankrupt  estate  of  Gibson  and  Johnson 
(namely  the  money  due  by  M*  Alpine)  happens  to  be  in  Scotland  ; 
for  England  is  the  place  of  their  residence  and  trade.     It  is  not 

,    stated  that  Scotland  was  the  locus  solutionis  with  respect  to  these 
claims  which  M' Alpine  had  against  Gibson  and  Johnston.  *  England 

VOL.  111.  2  N 
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1797.      take,  therefore,  to  hold  that  their  right  to  compenfiation  is 
upon  the  bills  themselves,  and  therefore  in  existence  before 


CURTIS,  &c.   ijJjq  bankruptcy  of  Gibson  and  Johnson,  because  at  that  time 
cHippjBNDALB.  thej  woro  uot  the  holders  of  these  bills.     They  are  not  now 


therefore  was  the  locus  solutionis  as  well  as  locus  conlracltu^  widi 
respect  to  those  bills  so  accepted  and  issued  by  Gibson  and  Johuon; 
and  the  nature  and  the  extent  of  the  obligation  ought  to  be  regulat- 
ed by  the  law  of  England,  and  not  by  the  law  of  Scotland^  if  there 
be  a  difference  betwixt  these  two  laws. 

"  Suppose  the  debt  which  is  the  subject  of  the  coanter  daim, 
were  cut  off  by  prescription,  or  by  some  short  limitation  of  the  law 
of  England,  while  the  other  debt  is  entire  by  the  law  of  Scotlaiid,aiid 
no  such  short  limitation  takes  place  here,  it  is  thought  that  the  limi- 
tation  of  the  law  of  England  would  be  pleadable  against  the  couiUir 
claim.  In  the  same  way,  if  by  some  municipal  rule  the  oonnter 
claim  is  good  in  England,  while  it  is  contrary  to  the  law  in  Scotland, 
it  is  thought  we  must  sustain  it,  when  set  up  here  against  an  En^ 
lish  estate.  What  is  said  about  the  law  merchant  and  jus  gaUiuHj 
&c.  is  also  misapplied  to  this  branch  of  the  argument. 

*'  A  position  is  laid  down,  that  if  all  parties  were  solvent,  H^ Al- 
pine would  be  entitled  to  say,  *'  I  won't  pay  you  my  acceptances  till 
you  reliere  me  of  yours,  which  I  have  indorsed  away;  and  then  it  is 
said,  insolvency  can  make  no  difference.  But,  1st.  Such  a  defence 
against  payment  of  an  accepted  bill,  it  is  believed,  would  not  be 
listened  to  without  producing  the  counter  acceptances  themsdrei, 
even  in  a  case  of  solvency.  2nd.  One  half  of  the  fact  is  here  kept 
out  of  view,  viz.  that  the  bills  which  are  the  subject  of  the  oooster 
claim  have  actually  been  claimed  upon,  and  drawn  its  dividend,  ani 
is  now  claiming  to  be  ranked  a  second  time.  It  is  said  that  tibe 
inequality  or  the  preference  arising  from  compensation  is  legal  and 
fair,  and  certainly  it  is  so,  and  indeed  is  at  bottom  no  ioeqinalitf  at 
all,  in  those  cases  where  it  applies.  But  what  is  the  case  here? 
The  demand  is  carried  much  farther.  The  two  original  partiei» 
Gibson  and  M'Alpine  exchanged  their  acceptances  to  the  extent,  ve 
shall  say,  of  £20,000  each.  If  each  party  still  had  these  bills  in  hii 
own  hands,  they  would  be  set  off  against  one  another,  and  thai 
would  be  no  loss  arising  from  the  transaction  either  to  the  one  estate 
or  to  the  other.  But  M'AIpine  has  indorsed  away  Gibsons  billi, 
and  the  indorser  has  already  claimed  upon  Gibson's  estate,  anddrawi 
^ve  killings  in  the  pound,  t.  e,  £5000  out  of  it.  Now,  in  whatato- 
ation  does  Gibson  stand.  He  has  not  a  fiso'thing  in  his  pocket  andif 
from  M'Alpine's  acceptances,  and  when  he  produces  them,  in  order 
to  rank  upon  M' Alpine's  estate,  he  is  met  with  a  plea  of  compestt- 
tion  to  the  extent  of  the  whole  of  Gibson^s  acceptances,  t.  e,  that  bo- 
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the  holders  of  them.    The  real  holders  have  actaallj  proved        i^^^^ 
them  nnder  Gibson  and  Johnson's  commission  as  acceptors* 


CHIPFKHDALB. 


The  same  bills  cannot  be  proved  twice  over,  and  receive  a  cuans,  &c. 
double  dividend.  The  contract  of  the  acceptor  is  single ; 
and  although  the  benefit  of  it  may  be  transferred  from  hand 
to  hand,  yet  it  cannot  be  split  so  as  to  remain  entire  both  in 
the  indorser  and  indorsee  at  one  and  the  same  time,  fie  is 
bound  to  pay  the  bills  only  once,  and  to  one  person ;  and  if 
M^AIpine  and  Go.'s  claim  be  considered  as  a  claim  upon  the 
bills,  it  is  evident  that  Gibson  and  Johnson's  estate  would, 
if  it  were  sustained,  pay  that  twice  over.  The  question  al- 
ways must  be,  in  the  distribution  of  a  bankrupt's  estate,  were 
M^Alpine  and  Go.  creditors  of  Gibson  and  Johnson  at  the 
time  of  the  latter's  bankruptcy  ?  because  the  right  of  parties, 
ajs  at  the  date  of  that  bankruptcy,  must  govern  the  distribu- 
tion of  the  estate.  JN^ow  it  is  clear  that,  before  this  event, 
M'Alpine  and  Co.  had  indorsed  away  these  bills,  and  there- 
by ceased  to  be  holders.  They  admit  this,  but  maintain 
that,  as  indorsers,  they  are  to  bo  viewed  as  cautioners,  and 

thing  at  all  is  to  be  paid.  The  result  of  this  is,  that  Gibson  and  John- 
son's estate  just  loses  £5000  upon  tbe  transaction,  and  M'Alpine's 
estate  has  gained  £17,^00,  partly  at  the  expense  of  Gibson  and  John- 
son, and  partly  at  the  expense  of  an  onerous  indorsee.  There  is 
garely  no  equity  here,  and  it  is  plain  that  M' Alpine  is  demanding 
what  is  already  in  his  pocket  (at  least  must  be  presumed  to  be  so). 
He  is  not  contending  for  indemnification,  but  is  in  lucro  captando^ 

Lord  Justice  Clerk. — "  The  question  must  be  determined  on 
the  common  law  of  Scotland.  It  is  not  a  question  of  ranking,  but 
of  compensation.  If  I  have  a  pledge,  I  am  entitled  to  retain  it  for 
the  claim  of  debt  due  to  me,  although  part  of  my  debt  has  been  re- 
covered. Although  my  estate  has  paid  all  that  it  could  pay,  I  am 
still  personably  liable,  and  so  also  is  any  estate  I  may  subsequently 
acquire." 

Lord  Henderland. — "  I  doubt  if  retention  can  be  carried  so  far 
as  the  present  plea  of  compensation.  If  these  bills  have  already  been 
nmked  on  M^ Alpine  and  Go's.  (Gibson  and  Johnson's  ?)  estate^  they 
cannot  be  ranked  and  draw  any  farther.  Therefore  no  room  for 
pleading  retention  on  them." 

Lord  Rskgrove. — "  I  am  clear  for  adhering  to  the  former  judg* 

meiit* 

Lord  Swinton.^-"  What  he  draws  by  compensation,  he  does  not 
draw  from  the  estate.    I  am  therefore  for  adhering." 

The  Lords  adhered. 

Tide  President  Gampbeirs  Session  Papers,  vol.  Ixxv. 
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1797.       so  entitled  to  all  the  remedies  which  the  law  affords  to  a 
-—    cautioner.     Yet  this,  the  foundation  of  their  whole  case, 


cDRTis,  &c.  f^jig  because  indorsers  of  bills  are  not  mere  cautioners  but 

17a 

CHIPPENDALE,  principals.  Indorsers  receive  the  .value  of  the  bill  from  the 
indorsee,  and,  on  doing  so,  sell  it  absolutely  to  him.  Thar 
right  cannot  again  revive,  unless  they  pay  the  bill,  and 
thereby  become  again  the  holders,  and  they  and  the  accep- 
tors are  mere  strangers  to  each  other.  Besides,  this  being 
an  English  debt,  arising  out  of  an  English  transaction,  and 
due  to  an  English  insolvent  estate,  must  be  governed  by  die 
English  law.  In  England,  if  the  surety  or  cautioner  has  not 
paid,  he  has  no  claim ;  the  bankrupt  law  there  destroji 
these  remedies,  and  it  is  submitted  that  it  is  according  to 
that  law  that  the  case  ought  to  be  decided. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent. — The  present  question  oc- 
curs in  a  Scotch  court  of  law,  and  regards  the  claim  of  cre- 
ditors in  a  bankrupt  estate  in  manibus  of  that  Court,  and 
must  bo  determined  by  the  law  of  Scotland ;  and  cannot  be 
influenced  by  the  law  of  England  on  the  subject.   Although 
in  questions  of  a  mercantile  nature,  it  is  competent  and  fit- 
ting to  resort  to  that  law  for  illustration  and  authority,  yet 
this  can  only  take  place  in  questions  in  regard  to  the  oonsti- 
tution,  transmission,  or  extinction  of  debts  due  by  mercantile 
documents ;  but  can  have  no  place  in  questions  regarding  the 
execution  against  the  person  or  effects  of  a  debtor.     These 
must  always  be  regulated  by  the  law  of  the  country  where 
such  execution  is  sued  out,  and  consequently,  if  by  this  latter 
law,  it  can  be  shown  that  there  is  room  for  pleading  compen- 
sation or  retention,  full  effect  will  be  given  to  the  plea.    And 
whatever  may  be  the  case  with  compensation  which  may 
require  that  the  debt  should  be  presently  due  to  the  party, 
and  the  documents  thereof  in  his  hand ;  the  caso  is  totally 
different  with  retention,  which  is  a  defence  that  must  meet 
every  claim  of  debt.    Accordingly,  on  this  subject  the  ao- 
thorities  in  the  law  of  Scotland  are  clear  beyond  a  donbt 
A  claim  may  bo  made  back  upon  these  bills  against  M' Alpine 
and  Co.,  who,  on  the  acceptor's  failure,  are  nndonbtedly 
liable,  and  the  law  of  Scotland  allows  retention  to  be  plead- 
ed, whether  the  debt  bo  already  due,  or  one  that  has  not  yet 
fallen  due,  on  a  future  debt,  a  contingent  debt,  or  an  obii- 
gation  of  relief  upon  whatever  ground  arising,  and,  conae- 
quently,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  M' Alpine  and  Co.  are  en- 
titled to  the  compensation  or  retention  they  claim. 

After  hearing  counsel^  it  was 
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Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  reversed.        ^7^^* 
And  it  is  farther  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  said 
cause  be  remitted  back  to  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scot>         9. 
land  to  rank  the  appellants,  pursuant  to  their  claim,  to  mackbmzxe, 
the  amount  of  £25,081.  4s.  lOd.,  and  to  proceed  farther         ^^' 
in  the  cause  according  to  justice. 

For  Appellants,  Sir  J.  ScotU  J-  Anstruther. 
For  Respondent,  J.  Mitfard,  W,  Grant. 


[M.  2325.] 

Jambs  Earl  of  Fife,  .  .  Appellant ; 

Mrs.  Mackenzie  and  Elizabeth  Frazer,       Respondents, 

(Et  e  contra.) 
House  of  Lords,  6th  March  1797. 

Clause — Exbcutrt — Rents — ^Destination* — ^A  clause  conveying 
all  moyeable  goods^  gear^  and  effects^  belonging  to  the  party  at 
death,  held  not  to  cany  debts  and  sums  of  money,  bank  notes,  &c., 
but  only  ipsa  corpora. 

In  1768  Mr.  Udny,  who  possessed  considerable  landed 
estate,  married  Mrs.  Margaret  Duff,  a  widow,  and  took  the 
name  of  Mr.  Udny  Duff.  A  few  months  afterwards  a  post- 
nuptial  contract  was  entered  into  between  them,  whereby 
Mr.  Udny  Duff,  on  his  part,  **  assigns  and  dispones  to  and 
in  favour  of  the  said  Mrs.  Margaret  Duff,  in  case  she  shall 
happen  to  survive  him,  and  to  her  heirs,  executors,  and  aS' 
**  signeeSf  the  whole  moveable  goods,  gear,  and  effects, 
"  which  shall  belong  to  him  at  the  time  of  his  death,  includ- 
**  ing  heirship  moveables,  household  furniture^  outsight  and 
'  *  insight  plenishing^  silver  plate,  jewels,  and  linen,  and  in 
**  general,  all  moveable  goods  and  effects  of  whatever  kind 
<■  and  denomination,  that  shall  belong  to  him  at  the  time  of 
**  his  death,  and  that  free  of  all  debts  and  deductions  what- 
"  ever."  He  also  charged  his  estate  with  an  annuity  to  her 
of  £300  in  case  she  survived  him  ;  .in  consideration  of  which, 
and  on  her  part,  Mrs.  Duff  became  bound  <^  to  convey  to 
"  her  husband,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  her  whole  heritable 
**  and  moveable  estate  which  presently  do  belong  to  her,  or 
**  which  may  fall,  accresce,  or  belong  to  her  at  any  tirao 
"  hereafter  during  the  subsistence  of  the  marriage,  and  par- 
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1797.       '*i  ticularly.'  *  Here  followed  an  enumeration  of  severalheritabL 

•    bonds  and  other  real  estates,  and  amongst  others,  the  lands 

BiRL  OF  FIFE  ^^  estatc  of  ForresterliilL  She  further,  as  to  her  moveable 
HACKEMziR,  cstate,  *'  assigns  and  dispones  to  and  in  favour  of  the  said  Alex. 
&c.  «  XJdnv,  Esq.  her  husband,  his  heirs  and  assignees^  the  whole 
'*  moveable  goods,  gear,  and  effects  which  ghali  belong  to 
''.her  at  the  time  of  her  death,  including  heirship  moveables, 
''  household  furniture,  outsight  and  insight  plenishing,  silrer 
"  plate,  jewels,  and  linens,  and  in  general  all  moveable 
**  goods  and  effects  of  whatever  kind  or  denomination  which 
"  shall^belong  to  her  at  the  time  of  her  death." 
ApriI25,l797.  The  day  after  the  contract  Mrs.  Duff  executed  a  deed  to 
vest  her  husband  in  the  different  subjects  she  had  become 
bound  by  the  contract  to  convey ;  and  four  days  thereafter 
April  29,— -Mr.  Udny  Duff  executed  a  deed,  bearing  to  be  for  the  loTe, 
favour,  and  affection  he  bore  to  his  wife,  did  "aasign, 
**  transfer  and  dispone,  to  and  in  favour  of  the  said  Mrs. 
"  Margaret  Udny  Duff,  my  spouse,  her  heirs  and  assigns,  ia 
"  case  she  shall  happen  to  survive  me,  and  not  otherwiie, 
•*  the  subjects  underwritten,  viz/'  Here  the  subjects  which 
Mrs.  Duff  had  in  the  above  marriage  contract  conveyed  to 
him  were  enumerated,  including  the  lands  of  ForresterhilL 
In  this  deed  there  was  this  clause  of  warrandice,  ''  And 

which  dispositions,  assignations,  and  translations,  I  bind 

and  oblige  me  and  my  foresaids  to  warrant  to  the  said  Mn. 
"  Margaret  Udny  Duff,  and  her  above  written,  from  all 
«  facts  and  deeds  done,  or  to  bo  done,  by  me  in  prejadice 
«•  hereof  allenarly." 

Mr.  Duff  sometime  thereafter  sold  part  of  the  lands  of 
Forresterhill  for  £5208,  with  Mrs.  Duffs  concurrence.  The 
price  was  laid  out  on  bonds  payable  to  himself,  without  aaj 
Sept.  1789.  mention  of  his  wife.  He  died  intestate  in  1789,  being  sur- 
vived by  his  wife  without  issue,  and  leaving  personal  estate, 
(exclusive  of  household  furniture  or  moveables  corporeal),  to 
the  amount  of  £15000. 

The  two  neices  of  the  deceased,  the  respondents,  without 
any  opposition  from  Mrs.  Duff,  confirmed  as  being  next  of 
kin  of  their  deceased  uncle,  by  which  they  took  possesaon 
of  all  debts  and  sums  of  money  pertaining  and  due  bim  bj 
bonds,  bills,  promissory  notes,  leaving  the  widow  to  take 
under  the  contract  ipsa  corpora  of  all  moveables. 

It  appeared  that,  in  executing  the  contract,  the  origiBal 
draft  of  that  deed  contained  a  conveyance  to  his  wife  of  his 
own  moveable  estate,  in  case  she  survived  him,  in  broader 
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terms :  thus, — '^  all  debts  and  sums  of  money  which  shall       1797. 
"  belone  to  him  at  the  time  of  his  death,  together  with,"    — — ^ 
&c.,  but  these  words  were  deleted  in  Mr.  Udny  Duff's  own  ^^*^  ®'  "" 
handwriting,  and  thus  struck  out  of  the  clause  regarding  uacke'nzib, 
the  moveable  estate.  &c* 

Mrs.  Duff  thereafter  died,  leaving  her  whole  personal  Jan.  1793. 
estate  and  effects  to  her  near  kinsman  the  Earl  of  Fife,  and 
appointing  him  her  sole  executor;  and  conceiving  that 
she  had  a  right,  after  her  husband's  death,  to  the  whole  per- 
sonal estate  of  which  he  had  died  possessed,  including 
money,  arrears  of  rent,  &c.,  and  not  to  the  ipsa  corpora  of 
Buch  moveables  as  household  furniture,  &c.,  he  brought  the 
present  action  against  the  two  neices,  who  had  taken  pos- 
session of  the  money,  for  repayment  of  the  same.  He 
brought  a  separate  action  for  the  purchase  money  of  those 
parts  of  the  lands  of  Forrestorhill  which  Mr.  Udny  Duff  had 
improperly  sold  and  appropriated  to  his  own  use,  in  breach 
of  the  marriage  settlement.  On  the  other  hand,  a  counter 
action  was  brought  by  the  respondents  against  Lord  Fife,  as 
representative  of  Mrs.  Udny  Duff,  praying,  1st,  for  an  account 
of  the  arrears  of  rent  uplifted  during  the  subsistence  of  her 
marriage  with  Mr.  Udny,  collected  by  her  under  a  factory ; 
2d,  That  the  appellant  should  restore  the  rents  of  Mrs. 
Udny's  estate  for  the  half  of  crop  1789,  and  the  arrears  of 
rent  due  at  Mr.  Udny^s  death.  3d,  That  the  appellant 
should  deliver  to  the  respondents,  as  next  of  kin  of  Mrs. 
Udny,  the  whole  effects  that  belonged  to  Mrs.  Udny  at  the 
time  of  her  death. 

There  were  thus  three  points  for  disposal. 

Ist.  Whether  by  the  clause  in  the  marriage  contract,  the 
husband  had  conveyed  to  Mrs.  Udny  Duff  his  whole  personal 
estate,  or  only  the  ipsa  corpora  of  moveables,  as  distinguish- 
able from  debts  and  sums  of  money. 

2d.  Whether  the  respondents,  Mr.  Udny's  representatives, 
are  liable  to  account  to  the  appellant  for  the  price  of  Mrs. 
Duff's  lands  of  Forresterhill,  sold  by  Mr.  Udny  Duff  as  a  sur- 
rogatum  for  these  ? 

3d.  Whether  the  respondents  (Mr.  Udny's  representa- 
tives), are  entitled  to  the  corpora  of  the  moveables  which 
belonged  to  Mrs.  Udny  Duff  at  her  death,  these  by  the  con- 
tract being  conveyed  to  "  her  husband,  his  heirs  and  assign 
"  neeSj"  or  whether  the  Earl  of  Fife,  as  executor  under  Mrs. 
Udny  Duffs  will,  executed  after  the  death  of  her  husband, 
was  so  entitled  to  these. 
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^^g>  The  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor :  *^  Find  tliat  the 

____    "  conveyance  in  the  contract  of  marriage  by  Alexander 

BARL  OF  FIFE  "  Udny  Duff,  in  favour  of  Mrs,  Udny  Duflf,  in  the  event  of 
^*  "  her  surviving;   him,  extends  only  to  the  ipsa  corpora  of 

^e.         "  moveables,  and  docs  not  include  debts  or  sums  of  money: 

May  14,1795. «  Find  that  the  clause  in  the  said  contract,  giving  to  Alex- 
"  ander  Udny  Duff,  his  heirs  and  assignees^  the  moveable 
*'  effects  that  should  belong  to  Mrs.  Udny  Duff  at  the  time 
**  of  her  death,  does  not  entitle  the  heirs  or  executors  of 
''  Mr.  Udny  Duff  to  make  any  claim  to  these  effects,  in  com- 
*'  petition  with  the  Earl  of  Fife,  the  general  disponee  of  Mn. 
"  Udny  Duff,  or  with  Robert  Duff  of  Fetteresso,  who  hasen- 
''  tered  a  claim  to  some  of  them  as  a  special  legatee :  Find, 
''  that  the  executors  of  Alexander  Udny  Duff  has  right  to 
'^  the  arrears  of  rent  duo  upon  Mrs.  Udny  Duff^s  estate  at 
'<  the  time  of  his  death  ;  and  also  to  one  half  of  the  reDts 
''  payable  for  crop  1789 ;  repel  the  mutual  claims  made  by 
*'  the  parties  upon  each  other  for  the  rents  of  Mrs.  UdnyDof ft 
"  estate  uplifted  by  her  or  her  husband,  during  the  subost- 
''  ence  of  the  marriage:  Find  that  the  executors  of  Alexander 
*'  Udny  Duff,  are  not  accountable  to  the  Earl  of  Fife  for  the 
'*  price  of  the  lands  of  Forresterhill,  sold  during  the  sob- 
**  sistence  of  the  marriage,  and  remit  to  the  Lord  Ordinaxy 
"  to  proceed  accordingly.''*  On  reclaiming  petition  tbe 
•*  Court  adhered. 


•  Opinions  of  the  Judges : — 

Lord  President  Campbell. — <'  This  is  a  question  of  sncoessioo 
between  tbe  heirs  of  tbe  husband  and  wife,  under  postnuptial  settle- 
ments. Ist  Point. — ^The  words  moveable  goods,  gear,  and  effects, 
may  be  rariously  construed^  according  to  circumstances.  In  tbe 
present  case,  all  tbe  circumstances  show  that  they  must  be  taken  in 
a  limited  sense,  and  so  Mrs.  Duff  herself  understood  the  matter. 
2d  Point. — ^The  clause  to  which  this  refers  seems  to  hare  been  pot 
into  the  contract  without  any  particular  instructions,  as  a  ooonter- 
part  of  the  other,  though  it  was  unnecessary  if  it  meant  in  ike  eteni 
of  his  surviving,  this  having  been  done  already  by  the  preoeding 
clause  ;  and  if  it  meant  otherwise,  it  was  merely  testamentary,  aid 
not  of  the  nature  of  a  provision,  so  that  she  could  alter  it  at  pkasove 
quoad  bis  heirs.  Indeed  it  ought  to  be  considered  as  lapsed  altoge- 
ther by  his  predecease,  like  a  legacy  left  in  the  same  terms.  3d 
Point. — Any  arrears  of  rent  unuplifted  by  her  at  her  hosbaad*! 
death  must  belong  to  his  executors.     4th  Point. — The  cxecirtoR 
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Against  these    interlocutors    the    present    appeal  was        1797. 
brought  by  Lord  Fife,  and  cross  appeal  by  the  respondents. 


Pleaded  for  the  Appellant— It  is  quite  irrelevant  to  in-  earl  of  fife 
quire  into  the  intention  of  parties  in  executing  a  deed,  and  ^ackewzib, 
to  gather  that  intention  from  collateral  circumstances,  or         &c. 
from  separate  evidence,  because  whatever  may  have  been  the 
intention,  when  the  words  used  are  clear  and  unambiguous, 
the  rule  is,  as  Lord  Stair  says.  "  In  clarisy  nan  est  locus  conjee- 
turisf  and  judges  may  not  arbitrarily  interpret  writs  or  give 
them  a  sense  inconsistent  with  the  clear  words."    The  terms 
used  are  clear,  and  have  a  precise  legal  signification,  which 
cannot  and  ought  not  to  be  explained  away.    Mr.  Udny  as- 
signs the  whole  moveable  goods,  geavy  and  effects,  which  should 
belongto  him  at  the  time  of  his  death.    It  is  indisputable  that 
moveable  effects  is  a  term  synonymous  with  personal  estate, 
and  comprehends  debts  due  to  the  assignor,  as  much  as  corpora 
mobilia.    But  the  clause  explains  further  that  it  not  only  in- 
cludes heirship  moveables,  household  furniture,  but  also  in 
general  "  all  moveable  goods  and  effects  of  whatever  kind  or 
denomination."   Unless  it  can  be  maintained,  that  debts  and 
sums  of  money  are  not  moveable,  it  is  difficult  to  see  how  they 
are  not  comprehended  under  the  above  words  of  destination 
as  fully  as  if  they  were  specially  named.    2.  And  as  to  Mrs. 
Udny  Duff^s  lands   of  Forresteihill,  it  was   clear  that  it 
was  a  part  of  the  original  contract,  that  these  lands  were 
to  be  reconveyed  to  her,  and  though  this  was  done  by  a  se- 
parate deed,  bearing  to  be  for  love,  favour,  and  affection, 
yet  that  the  obligation  under  the  marriage-settlement  was 
not  the  less  binding,  which  was  fenced  by  absolute  war- 
ranty ;  and,  3.  As  to  the  claim  made  by  the  respondents,  as 
Mr.  Udny  Duff's  representatives,   for  the  ipsa  corpora  of 
the  moveables  belonging  to  Mrs.  Udny  Duff  at  her  death, 
in  terms  of  the  marriage-contract,  they  had  no  right  to  these, 

can  never  have  any  claim  to  what  was  uplifted  by  Udny  himself* 
and  as  to  what  she  may  have  uplifted  and  applied  to  her  own  uses 
it  does  not  appear  that  there  was  any  such  thing  done,  or  if  done,  it 
•vras  with  her  husband*s  consent.  5th  Point. — The  sale  of  this  estate 
after  these  settlements,  and  taking  the  bonds  payable  to  himself  and 
bis  own  heirs,  was  a  virtual  revocation." 

LoBD  Justice  Clerk. — "  A  general  clause  is  not  to  be  extend- 
ed  to  particulars  of  greater  value  than  those  enumerated." 

Lord  Swinton. — "  Of  the  same  opinion.*' 

President  Campbeirs  Session  Papers,  toL  Ixxvii. 


554  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

)797.       as  after  her  husband's  death  she  was  absolute  owner,  tod 

"" might  dispose  of  them   either   gratuitously  or  othcrwifle 

EARL  OF  FIFE  ^^  g|jg  pieasod.     Whereas,  if  the  respondents'  claims  were 

MACKENZIE,  sustained,  then  Mrs.  Udny  Duff's  right  over   these  would 

^^'         be  reduced  to  a  mere  liferent,  which  is  totally  inconsiBteDt 

with  the  terms  of  the  grant  to  her  and  her  heirs,  execnton 

and  assigns. 

Pleaded  for  theRespondents.-^l,  The  clause  in  themaniage- 
contract  in  question  only  gave  to  Mrs.  Udny  Duff  the  ipn 
corpora  of  the  moToables.  The  debts  due  to  him,  the  bonds, 
bills,  bank-notes,  money,  &c.y  were  not  carried  to  his  wife 
by  the  clause,  and  consequently  left  to  bo  taken  up  by  the 
respondents  as  his  next  of  kin.  If  it  had  been  intended  to 
convey  such  estate,  it  was  necessary  for  the  maker  to  use 
such  words  as  the  following :  **  All  debts  and  sums  of  money 
which  shall  belong  to  me  at  the  time  of  my  death,  whe- 
ther due  to  me  by  bond,  bill,  or  in  any  other  maDoer,  to- 
''  gether  with  the  whole  moveable  goods,  gear,  &c."  The 
words  goods,  gear,  and  effects^  are  undoubtedly  clear  and 
unambiguous ;  but  in  practice  have  only  a  limited  significa- 
tion, and  do  not  extend  to  sums  of  money,  or  taomina  cMi- 
torum,  2.  In  regard  to  the  lands  of  Forresterhill,  it  was 
clear,  after  Mrs.  Udny  Duff  reconveyed  these  to  her  hus- 
band by  the  postnuptial  contract,  he  was  absolute  fiar,  and 
this  even  though  three  days  thereafter  he  conveyed  these 
lands  back  again  to  his  wife  for  love,  favour,  and  affectioD. 
But  even  supposing  his  right  was  more  limited  in  its  cfair 
racter,  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  Mrs.  Udny  Duff  to  seB 
these  lands,  with  concurrence  of  her  husband,  so  as  to  entitle 
him  to  do  with  the  proceeds  as  he  pleased.  There  is  no 
evidence  that  the  original  conveyance  by  the  wife  to  her 
husband  was  conditional,  only  upon  his  reconveying  back 
the  same  to  her.  Nor  was  the  reconveyance  pars  ejusdem  m^ 
ffotii  with  the  contract  of  marriage ;  and  therefore  the  respon- 
dents were  not  entitled  to  account  for  the  price  of  these  lands. 
3.  In  reference  to  the  ipsa  corpora  of  the  moveables  belong- 
ing to  Mrs.  Udny  Duff  at  her  death,  it  is  clear  these  were  con- 
veyed by  her  to  her  husband,  his  heirs  and  assignees,  by  the 
marriage-contract  in  every  event,  and  without  the  conditi(Hi 
of  her  husband  surviving  her*  And  it  therefore  follows,  that 
these  pass  to  the  respondents  as  his  heirs ;  it  not  beinj^  in 
the  power  of  Mrs.  Udny  Duff,  after  such  a  conveyance,  to 
defeat  the  destination  in  her  marriage-contract,  by  a  gratoi- 
tous  and  voluntary  deed  in  favour  of  the  appellant.  Lord  Fife- 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND-  666 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was  1797. 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained    • — 

of  be  affirmed.  uddkrdal. 

For  Appellant.—  W.  Grant,  TJumas  M'Donald.  »>o»"- 

For  Respondents. — Sir  J.  Scott,   Wm.  Tait, 


Wm.  Robertson  Liddbrdale,  Esq.,  .  Appellant; 

MuNGO  DoBiE,  Writer  and  Messenger,      .  Respondent. 

(Et  e  contra.) 
House  of  Lords,  10th  March  1797. 

Damages  for  Illegal  Ain>  OppRBSsrvB  Pbocbedikgs. — Gircam- 
stances  in  which  a  party  who  had  filed  an  indictment  of  perjury 
in  England  against  a  party  in  Scotland,  and  afterwards  obtained 
sentence  of  outlawry  against  him,  was  held  liable  in  £300  dama- 
ges, and  £740  of  expenses,  and  £200  for  costs  of  appeal. 

This  was  an  action  of  damages  raised  by  the  respondent, 
residing  in  Dumfries,  for  certain  oppressive  and  illegal  pro- 
ceedings adopted  by  the  appellant,  arising  out  of  the  pur- 
chase of  the  lands  of  Castlemilktown,  made  by  him  in  1777. 

For  one  half  the  year  the  appellant  resided  in  Dumfries- 
shire, the  other  half  in  London. 

Part  of  the  price  of  the  lands  had  been  paid  by  him  to  the 
seller's  creditors,  for  whom  the  respondent  acted  as  factor 
or  trustee. 

It  was  stated,  that  when  only  the  balance  of  £767  re- 
mained unpaid,  that  the  respondent  carao  to  London  and 
made  affidavit  that  the  appellant  was  indebted  to  the  re- 
spondent in  the  sum  of  £1030,  upon  a  decree  of  the  Lords 
of  Session.  Upon  which  a  bill  being  filed,  the  appellant 
was  arrested  and  held  to  bail  for  that  sum  for  a  week,  until 
bail  was  found  accordingly.  The  appellant  defended  this 
action,  and  in  consequence  of  the  respondent  not  being 
able  to  prove  or  produce  the  decree  mentioned  in  the  de- 
claration, he  was  non-suited. 

The  appellant  having  then  preferred  an  indictment  forja].  19  1796, 
perjury  in  England  against  the  respondent,  the  grand  jury 
found  the  bill,  and  a  warrant,  signed  by  Lord  Mansfield, 
was  issued  to  apprehend  the  said  Mungo  Dobic. 


ft 
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1797.  The  appellant  carried  the  warrant  to  Scotland,  and  procured 

one  of  the  jostices  of  peace  of  Damfries*Bhire  to  indone  it 

Lii>DEBDAi.B  rj^^^  appellant  had  read  the  warrant  to  Beveral  peisonB,  by 
DOBn.  way  of  injuring  and  mining  the  respondent's  chuacter.  He 
was  apprehended  and  brought  before  the  justice  of  peioe, 
who,  in  consequence  of  there  being  no  witness  to  proTC  the 
signature  of  Lord  Mansfield,  discharged  the  prisoner.  Not- 
withstanding, the  appellant  proceeded  to  have  the  respond- 
ent outlawed  in  England.  Sentence  of  outlawry  beiDg 
pronounced  in  1788. 

On  these  proceedings  the  present  action  of  damages  wu 
raised,  and  a  proof  led  by  the  pursuer,  to  show  that  the 
appellant  was  actuated  by  a  desire  to  ruin  his  character. 
Feb.  9  1791.       ^^^  Court,  upon  the  report  of  Lord  fiockville — "The 

Lords  find  the  charge  of  perjury,  exhibited  by  the  defender 
against  the  pursuer  before  the  court  of  England,  foonded 
«  upon  certain  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Session,  wu 
''  groundless  and  oppressive,  the  sum  truly  due  by  the  de- 
"  fender  upon  the  3d  May  1785,  having  been  at  least  equal 
"  to  the  amount  sworn  to  by  the  pursuer  ;  but  find,  thatio 
*'  the  present  situation  of  matters,  while  the  sentence  of  ont- 
**  lawry  remains  in  force  against  the  pursuer  in  England, 
"  the  Court  cannot  with  propriety  give  redress,  and  there- 
''  fore  supersede  further  proceedings  in  this  cause  till  pro- 
''  per  steps  are  taken  for  obtaining  a  reversal  of  that  sen- 
"  tence." 
Feb.  14, 1793.  The  sentence  of  outlawry  having  been  afterwards  reversed, 
in  absence  of  the  appellant,  the  Court  thereafter  fonad 
the  respondent  entitled  to  damages,  and  modified  the  Baroe 
Mar.  3, 1795.  to  £300,  and  decerned  therefor ;  and  having  advised  die 
state  of  expenses  for  the  pursuer,  decerned  against  the  de- 
fender in  £740  of  expenses. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  broogbt 
by  the  appellant,  and  a  cross-appeal  by  the  respondent,  in 
so  far  as  the  damages  awarded  were  inadequate. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  original  and  cross-appeals 
be  dismissed,  and  that  the  several  interlocutors  therein 
complained  of  be  affirmed.  And  it  is  further  ordered, 
that  the  appellant  in  the  original  appeal  do  pay,  or 
cause  to  be  paid  to  the  respondent  in  the  said  appeal, 
£200  for  his  costs,  in  respect  of  the  said  appeal. 

For  Appellant,  Sir  J.  Scott^  J.  Campbell, 
For  Respondent,    W.  Grants    W.  Garrow. 
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[M.  6936.] 

Captain  Francis  Pinkbrton  DrummonDi  Appellant; 

Dr.  William  Abernethy  Drcmmond,  Life- 
renter  of  the  Estate  of  HawthorndeD,  and 
Mary,  wife  of  Lieut.  John  Forbes,  of  the 
Royal  Navy,  Fiar  of  the  Estate  of  Haw- 
thomden,        .  .... 


1797. 


DBUMMOND 

V. 
DBDMBfOND, 


&C. 


Respondents. 


House  of  Lords,  26th  April  1797. 

Charter  and  Sasinb — ^Ebrob — Serticb — ^Vicbnnial  Prescrip- 
tion.— ^A  charter  and  sasine  expede  as  flowing  from  the  crown, 
contained  a  destination,  by  mere  accident  or  ignorance  of  the  writer, 
in  terms  different  from  its  warrant :  Held,  that  these  deeds  were 
to  be  interpreted  according  to  their  warrant,  and  that  the  service 
in  special  of  the  next  heir  who  succeeded  was  not  noil  and  yoid» 
founded  on  such  erroneous  charter  and  sasiae,  it  being  protected 
by  the  vicennial  prescription. 

On  the  occasion  of  the  marriage  of  William  Drummond, 
younger  son  of  William  Drummond,  elder  of  Hawthornden, 
an  antenuptial  contract  was  entered  into,  whereby  William 
Drummond,  elder,  the  father,  who  stood  regularly  infeft  in 
the  estato  of  Hawthornden  and  others,  by  an  investiture 
holden  of  the  crown,  became  bound,  "  duly  and  validly,  and  Jane  7, 1722. 
^'  sufficiently,  to  infeft  and  seize  the  said  William  Drum-' 
**  mmid'^  his  son,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body;  which  fail- 
*'  ing,  the  heirs  male  of  the  said  William  Drummond,  elder, 
*'  his  body ;  which  failing,  the  heirs  female  of  the  said  Wil- 
*'  liam  Drummond,  younger,  his  body ;  which  failing,  the 
'*  heirs  female  of  the  said  William  Drummond,  elder,  his 
*'  body ;  which  all  failing,  the  said  William  Drummond, 
**  younger,  his  heirs  and  assignees  whatsoever,  heritably  and 
"  irredeemably." 

The  contract  contained  a  procuratory  of  resignation  by 
-which  the  son,  William,  might  have  resigned  into  the  hands 
of  the  Crown,  as  his  immediate  superior,  and  obtained  char- 
ter and  been  infeft.  But  he  preferred  to  avail  himself  of 
the  precept  of  sasine,  also  contained  in  the  contract,  and 
iTvas  base  infeft  in  the  precise  terms  of  destination  as  above. 

Afterwards  he  expede  a  charter  from  the  Crown,  proceed-     1724. 
ing  in  the  usual  way  by  signature  and  resignation.     The  sig* 
nature  was  duly  passed  in  Exchequer,  ordaining  a  charter  to 
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1797.       be  expede  in  the  precise  terms  of  the  destination  in  the  mstf- 
riage-contract  as  above.     Bat  when  the  precept  came  to  be 


i>RDMMOND    made  out  for  expeding  the  charter,  in  place  of  framing  it 

DRUMMOND,  ^^  ^  ^^  ^0  an  oxact  translation  of  the  signature,  which  wai 

&'c.         its  warrant,  and  from  which  it  ought  not  to  have  deviated, 

yet  through  the  ignorance  or  inattention  of  the  writer,  the 

dispositive  clause  ran  as  follows : — ^^  Dedisse,  concessisse, 

"  et  dispossuisse,  dilecto  nostro  Gulielmo  Drommond,  ju- 

'*  nioriy  de  Hawthorden,  filio  natu  maximo  Gulielmo  Dram- 

"  mond  senioris  ejusdem,  et  hseredibus  suis  musculis;  qui- 

**  bus  deficien.  faseredibus  masculis  diet.     Gulielmi  Dmm- 

'*  mond,  senioris ;  quibus  deficien.  haeredibus  femellis  diet 

**  Gulielmi  Drummond,  jnnioris ;  quibus  deficien.  haeredibos 

"  femellis  dicfc.     Gulielmi  Drummond,  senioris  ;  quibus  de- 

<<  ficien.  diet.     Gulielmo  Drummond  juniori,  heeredibos  «us 

**  seu  assignatis  quibuscunque  hsBreditarie  et  irredeemabi- 

« liter." 

The  discrepancy  between  the  charter  and  its  warrant, 
consisted  in  this,  that  the  words  in  the  signatare,  "  Bein 
''  male  of  his  body,"  are  translated  *^  haerediboa  suis  masca- 
lis/'  which  probably  arose  from  the  framer  of  the  precept 
conceiving  that  these  terms  had  precisely  the  same  meaning, 
and,  therefore,  that  the  very  important  addition  of  the 
words  "  de  corporey*  were  unnecessary.  Upon  this  infeft- 
ment  followed ;  and  the  son  possessed  on  this  during  his 
life. 

William  Drummond  the  elder  had  no  other  son,  but  had 
five  daughters ;  the  first,  second,  third,  and  fifth  died  with- 
out issue.  Ann,  the  fourth,  had  issue  by  her  husband,  the 
Rev.  John  Pinkerton,  namely,  a  son,  who  is  the  pursuer  in 
the  action  of  reduction,  and  appellant  in  the  present  appeal 
William  Drummond  the  younger  died,  leaving  issue  of 
his  marriage,  Barbara  Mary  Drummond,  afterwards  manied 
to  Dr.  William  Abernethy  Drummond,  one  of  the  respoih 
dents.  In  her  marriage-contract  with  him,  she  disponed 
the  estate  ''  to,  and  in  favour  of  herself  in  fee^  and  the  said 
^*  doctor  her  husband, in  liferent,  for  his  liferent  useaUenarlj." 
In  making  up  her  titles,  the  error  in  the  dispositive  clause  of 
the  charter  was  discovered,  whereby  the  estate  was  devised 
hceredibus  masculis  et  femellis  of  William  Drummond  young- 
er  and  elder,  without  limitation,  in  place  of  the  heirs  male 
and  female  of  their  bodies  respectively ;  and  to  prevent  the 
estate  from  being  carried  off  by  the  fieirs  male  whatsoever 
of  her  father  and  grandfather,  she  raised  an  action  of  reduo* 
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tion  and  declarator,  to  have  it  found  that  the  charter  and       1707. 
infcftnient  were  erroneous  and  disconform  to  the  procura- 
torjr  of  resignation,  contained  in  the  contract  of  marriage. 
Decree  was  pronounced,  declaring  accordingly,  and  that    drpmmowd, 
she  had  good  right  to  make  up  her  titles,  as  heir  of  provi*        ^^^q^^ 
Bion  to  her  father.    But  the  difficulty  came  to  be,  how, 
and  by  what  effectual  mode,  she  was  now  to  make  up  her 
title.    The  procuratory  in  the  contract  of  marriage,  it  was 
said,  was  already  executed  and  exhausted,  so  coidd  not  be  « 

executed  a  second  time ;  but  the  plan  recommended  by  the 
Court  was,  to  pronounce  a  special  interlocutor,  finding  her 
entitled  to  serve  heir  of  provision  to  her  father,  which 
would  be  a  direction  to  the  inquest  to  serve  her ;  the  inter- 
locutor, at  same  time,  being  inserted  in  the  service. 

Thereafter  the  property  and  superiority,  which,  in  conse- 
quence of  William  Drummond,  the  younger's,  original  base 
infeftment,  were  supposed  to  be  separate,  were  conjoined ; 
and  soon  thereafter,  Mrs.  Abernethy  Drummond,  her  own 
issue  having  died,  adopted  the  other  respondent,  Mrs.  For- 
bes, and  disponed  the  estate  ^'  to  her  husband  in  liferent, 
and  to  Mrs.  Forbes  in  fee."  The  estate  went  thus  into  the 
hands  of  strangers,  although  there  was  issue  of  William 
Drummond,  elder,  still  alive. 

Notwithstanding  all  the  steps  taken  by  Mrs.  Drummond 
to  make  her  title  unexceptionable,  action  of  reduction  was 
raised,  first  by  Mrs.  Nairn,  the  daughter  of  William  Drum- 
mond, elder,  and  sister  of  William  Drummond,  younger, 
and  afterwards  continued  by  the  appellant,  the  son  of 
another  sister.  The  grounds  of  the  reduction  were,  that 
notwithstanding  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Session,  and  the 
special  service  following  thereon  and  infeftment,  that  the 
ipvhole  were  ^oid  and  null,  as  in  competition  with  the  appel- 
lant's rights  ;  that,  in  point  of  fact,  Mrs.  Drummond  died  in 
a  state  of  apparency.  That  her  service  and  infeftment  in 
1761,  under  the  charter  and  infeftment  1724,  obtained  by 
William  Drummond,  younger,  other  heirs  were  called  by 
him,  in  preference  to  Mrs.  Abernethy  Drummond.  That 
this  charter  and  infeftment  being  disconform  to  its  warrant, 
ought  to  have  been  reduced  before  any  of  the  heirs  could, 
under  the  contract  1722,  have  a  proper  and  complete  title 
as  heir  of  provision  to  the  estate ;  and,  consequently,  that 
the  appellant  had  good  right  to  reduce  the  erroneous  charter 
and  infeftment  taken  by  William  Drummond,  younger, 
vrhich  had  never  been  reduced.    In  defence. — 1.  Even  sup- 
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1797.       posing  Mrs.  Abernethy  Drummond's  service,  which  was  cx- 
pede  in  1761,  had  beon  erroneous,  it  was  secured  from  chal* 


i>RCMMN0D    lenge,  by  the  vicennial  prescription.     2.  That  independently 

DRUHMOND,    ^f  tho  chartcr  and  decree  of  the  Court  in  1761,  finding  that 

&c.       William  Dnimmond's  charter  of  1724,  was  erroneous,  and 

that  Mrs.  Drummond  was  entitled  to  serve  heir  of  provision 

to  her  father,  as  if  that  charter  and  infeftment  had  been 

properly  expede ;  yet,  by  the  clause  of  confirmation,  in  the 

charter  1724,  whereby  the  base  or  subaltern  infeftment  of 

1723,  in  favour  of  her  father,  became  a  pubhc  one,  was 

sufficient  to    support   her  service.     And,   3d.   That    Mrs. 

Abernethy  Drummond  had  a  jas  crediti,  or  personal  right 

vested  in  her,  under  the  contract  1722,  which  was  folly 

competent  to  render  effectual  any  settlement  executed  by 

her  of  the  estate  of  Hawthornden. 

May  18, 1793.     The  Lords,  of  this  date,  repelled  the  reasons  of  rcdoc- 

June  Q, tion  ;*  and,  on  reclaiming  petition,  they  adhered. 

•  Opinions  of  Judges : — 

Lord  President  Campbell. — *^  This  is  a  question  upon  lamily 
settlements,  where  there  occurs  an  erroneous  charter.  The  decree 
I76I  was  meant  as  an  explanation  of  the  true  import  of  the  cbartov 
and,  if  it  has  that  effect,  the  question  is  at  an  end.  Eveiy  ciicam- 
stance  attending  this  charter,  and  particularly  the  clause  of  oonfizma- 
tion,  shows  that  no  alteration  of  the  line  of  succession  was  meant,  as 
indeed  none  would  be  made  in  that  form.  Words  are  often  used 
improperly  by  ignorant  conveyancers.     Yide  case  of  Linplum. 

'^  1st  Point.-^Whether  the  present  action  is  barred  by  the  riceii- 
nial  prescription  of  retours  is  a  little  nice.  It  is  not  exactly  the 
case  which  the  statute  had  in  view,  and  the  other  heirs  female  weie 
not  adverse  parties,  nor  would  have  maintained  any  competition^  m 
that  they  were  truly  non  valenles  agere, 

'*'  2d  Point  is,  Whether  the  proceedings  in  the  action  broogbt  kit 
rectifying  the  mistake  were  not  very  accurate  ?  It  would  have  been 
better  if  Mrs.  Drummond,  to  pave  the  way  for  it,  bad  made  1^  a 
title  by  general  service  as  heir  of  provision  under  the  oontrsd. 
However,  as  she  afterwards  expede  a  special  service  as  heir  of  provi- 
sion under  the  contract  and  charter  together,  which  includes  a  goie- 
ral  service,  this  may  be  considered  as  accrescing.  It  would  likewise 
have  been  better  that  the  conclusions  in  the  declarator  had  been  more 
distinct,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  had  been  more  deailj 
adapted  to  them.  But  the  interlocutor  seems  founded  on  the  fiist 
conclusion  or  a  part  of  it.  But  supposing  these  inaocoiacies  ia 
point  of  form  were  fatal  to  the  decree  1 761 ,  it  would  still  be 
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Against  theae  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought.       ^^^7* 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellant. — ^The  charter  expede  by  Wil- 
liam Drummond,  younger,  was  the  only  feudal  investiture 
of  the  estates  in  question,  as  held  immediately  of  the  Crown,  i>auMxoND 
ever  made  up  in  his  person,  and,  consequently,  till  that  in-  ^' 

petent  for  the  Court  to  explain  the  charter  1724,  by  finding  and  de- 
claring that  the  general  words  heredes  masculi  are  to  be  construed 
agreeably  to  the  signature  and  contract  which  were  its  warrants  ;  and 
this  is  CTidentlj  the  sense  of  the  matter,  for  the  charter*  being  the 
operation  of  the  writer,  would  not  alter  the  distination,  nor  be  in  any 
respect  different  from  its  warrants.  Yide  Bum  v*  Adam,  17th  Feb. 
177^  (Mor.  8852.)  A  court  of  freeholders  may  be  tied  down  to  the 
charter  alone,  but  the  Court  of  Session  is  not.  The  Court  there- 
fore ought  to  haye  found,  and  may  still  find,  that  keredes  masculi  in 
this  charter  must  receiye  a  limited  construction,  so  as  to  mean  heirs- 
male  of  the  body  alone  ;  and  upon  that  construction  we  ought  next 
to  find  that  the  special  serrice  of  Mrs.  Drummond,  under  the  char- 
ter so  constituted,  is  good.  There  are  cases  in  which  the  Court  has 
limited  the  construction  of  lieirs  female^  Diet.  toI.  iii.  p.  73 ;  and 
the  same  may  be  done  as  to  heirs  male,  if  dreumstances  require  it, 
though,  in  general,  it  is  a  delicate  matter  to  meddle  with  technical 
words. 

Sd  Point  b  the  confirmation. — ^This  is  attended  with  difficulty,  as 
the  base  infeftment  under  the  contract  does  not  seem  to  haye  been 
in  Tiew  nor  produced ;  yet  it  would  rather  seem  that  the  confirma- 
tion was  good . 

^'  The  4th  Point  is,  connected  with  the  second  point,  and  is  well- 
founded.  Mrs.  Drummond  either  had  a  jus  crediti  under  the  con- 
tract which  she  could  carry  without  seryice,  though  perhaps  not 
transmit  (see  Kilkerran,  p.  464)  ;  or  she  was  heir  of  proyision  under 
that  contract,  and  by  a  seryice  might  connect  herself  with  it.  The 
last  was  rather  the  case.  In  fact,  laying  aside  the  charter  altogether, 
and  supposing  it  inept,  she  was  served  heir  of  proyision  under  the 
contract ;  for  her  spedal  seryice  under  the  charter,  and  referring  to 
the  contract  as  its  basis,  was  tantamount  to  a  general  service  under 
lihe  contract  So  that  in  every  yiew  she  carried  the  right  of  succes- 
sion, and  either  the  feudal  right  under  the  charter,  properly  constru- 
ed^ or  the  personal  right  under  the  contract,  if  the  charter  be  null, 
18  complete  in  her.  In  this  last  yiew,  howeyer,  the  base  infeftment 
vronld  remain  to  be  taken  up." 

IjObd  Justice  Clerk. — ''  The  right  could  not  go  without  a  ser- 
vice. But  the  confirmation  was  good.  A  general  confirmation  was 
safficient  to  take  up  eVery  thing.  The  execution  of  the  procuratoDy 
absurd.    The  yicennial  prescription  would  not  do." 

liORD  EsEGRoyB. — ^'  I  think  the  former  judgment  conclusive/' 

liORD  President. — *^  I  think  the  same." 

VOL.  III.  2  o 
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1797.       vestiture  was  actually  set  aside,  a  service  as  heir  in  special 

to  him  hy  one  who  was  not  called  by  the  destination  therein^ 

DBUMHOND   aud  not  the  next  heir  according  to  it,  entitled  to  succeed, 

^aJioHP.  '««  i««g«l"  »°<i  i"«P*-    The  service,  therefore,  of  Mi.. 
&c.        Abemethy  Drummond,  as  heir-female  of  provision,  was  un- 
deniably so,  unless  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Session  1761 
operated  to  alter  that  charter,  which  it  did  not  or  coold  DOi 
do ;  because  the  destination  being  to  heirs-male  general  of 
William  Drummond,  there  could  be  no  room  for  the  succes- 
sion of  a  female,  unless  it  had  been  proved  that  no  hein- 
male  existed,  which  was  impossible,  as  such  heirs-male  did 
exist.    The  decree  of  the  Court  of  Session  in  1761  did  not 
and  could  not  in  law  remedy  the  defect.    Such  decree  could 
not  alter  the  ordinary  rules  of  law  in  regard  to  a  seryice. 
The  service  is  for  the  jury  to  give  a  verdict,  as  answers  to 
certain  questions  of  fact.     If  Mrs.  Abemethy  Drununond 
served  herself  heir  of  provision  to  her  father,  then,  the  first 
question  was,  ''  In  what  lands  her  father  died  last  vest  mad 
seized  ?''  which  answer  can  only  be  made  by  production  of 
the  deceased's  charter  and  sasine.    And  the  next  qneadoo 
is,  Whether  the  claimant  be  the  nearest  and  lawful  beir 
under  that  investiture,  so  as  to  show  that  she  was  heir  of 
provision  ?  Now,  the  investiture  did  not  show  that  she  was 
the  nearest  heir  ;  and  had  it  not  been  for  the  decreet  of  the 
Court  of  Session,  and  the  direction  therein,  the  jury  could 
not  have  served  her.     But  this  direction  of  the  Court,  com- 
pelling the  jury  to  find  contrary  to  fact  and  evidence,  being 
bad,  the  whole  service  was  inept. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent. — That  the  destination  in  the 
charter  of  1724,  of  William  Drummond,  younger,  said  to  be 
erroneous,  might  be  soundly  construed,  when  read  with  re- 
ference to  its  warrant,  to  import  the  same  heirs  as  those 
specified  in  the  contract  of  marriage.  That  it  was  from  the 
contract  of  marriage  Mrs.  Abemethy  Drammond's  righl 
flowed,  whereby,  on  failure  of  heirs-male  of  the  body  of 
her  father  and  grandfather,  she  succeeded  as  beir-femala 
under  the  marriage  contract;  and  had,  before  she 
ceeded  as  heir  of  that  marriage,  a  jus  crediti,  and 
wards  an  absolute  right  as  fiar,  entitling  her  to  dispose  of 
the  estate  in  any  manner  she  pleased,  notwithstanding  the 
substitution  therein.  Supposing  her  service  to  her  fSuher» 
and  her  title  otherwise  made  up,  were  defective,  still 
there  was  a  right  in  her,  under  the  contract  of  mar- 
riage, sufficient  to  support  the  conveyance  to  the  respoadU 
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enta.    But  her  service  now  was  protected  from  challenge  by       1797. 
the  Ticennial  prescription  introduced  by  the  statutes  1494,  c. 


57,  and  1617,  c,  13.  Besides,  this  service  was  supported  by  *'*>"■• 
the  solemn  decree  of  the  Court  of  Session  in  1761,  upon  which  lutdsat  &c. 
it  proceeded  :  And,  independently  of  this,  the  service  ought 
to  be  sustained,  because  the  charter  taken  by  William 
Drummond,  her  father,  in  1724,  was  a  charter  of  resigna- 
tion and  ccnfirmatum.  It  confirmed  his  previous  base  infeft- 
xnent,  the  destination  of  which  was  conform  to  the  destination 
in  the  marriage-contract ;  and,  upon  this  right  alone,  she  was 
entitled  to  serve  heir  in  special  to  her  father. 

After  hearing. counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  the  Appellant,   W.  Adam^   Wm.  Honyman. 
For  the  Respondents,  Sir  John  Scott,  Sir  Wm.  Grant,  J. 

Anstruther,   Chas,  Hay. 


Gboroe  Jones,  Proprietor  and  Manager  of  the^    a      ii    t 
Amphitheatres  of  Edinburgh  and  Glasgow,)    ^PP^^'^^ ' 

Messbs.  Lindsat  &  Co.,  Wood-merchants  ^^  1  »g^,^«^ig*j/* 
Glasgow, J     ^^ 

House  of  Lords,  17th  May  1797. 

Building  Contract — ^Non-Fulpilment — A  written  contract  for 
building  a  circus,  to  be  finished  and  ready  for  opening  on  the  11th 
NoTember  1702,  under  a  penalty  of  £500,  was  entered  into : — 

f^  Held  it  not  a  breach  of  this  contract  entitling'the  party  to  damages, 
that  the  circus  was  not  finished  for  fiye  or  six  weeks  later  than 
the  time  stipulated. 

This  was  an  action  raised  before  the  Magistrates  of  Glas- 
gow, by  the  respondents  against  the  appellant  for  payment 
o£  the  balance  due  on  a  buildings  contract,  for  building  an 
flunpbitheatre  in  Glasgow,  to  which  the  appellant  stated  the 
defence  of  breach  of  contract,  in  respect  that,  by  the  con- 
tract, the  respondents  had  become  bound,  under  a  penalty  of 
JBSOO,  to  finish  Uie  said  building  by  the  term  of  Martinmas 
(1 1th  November  1792).  That  the  same  was  not  completed 
lantil  Christmas  following,  while  great  expense,  loss,  and  da- 
was  thereby  occasioned  to  the  appellant,  from  entering 
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1797         i»*^  expensive  engagements  with  equestrians  and  stage  pcr- 
'        formers,  upon  the  faith  that  the  amphitheatre  would  be 
DINGWALL    ready  to  be  opened  at  the  date  stipulated  in  the  contract 

*•  The  Sheriff  found,  "  that  although  it  was  proved  that  the 

No*?  28,^1794'. "  respondents  were  five  or  six  weeks  later  of  finishlDg  the 

*'  work  which  they  contracted  with  the  defender  (appellant), 

•*  to  complete  at  Martinmas  1792,  yet,  that  he  had  adduced 

"  no  proof  that  the  ultimate  finishing  of  the  circus  was  re- 

"  tarded,  or  that  the  alleged  delay  of  opening  it  was  owing  to 

"  the  delay  of  the  pursuers  in  implementing  their  contract." 

This  decree  being  extracted,  a  suspension  was  brought  to 

the  Court  of  Session. 

Ma  2K  1795.     '^^^  ^^^^  Ordinary  refused  the  bill ;  and,  upon  redaim- 

jqjje,' ing  petition,  the  Court  adhered.     And,  on  further  petitira, 

Feb.l3, 1796.  they  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and 
that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed  :  And  it  is  farther 
ordered,  that  the  appellant  do  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid, 
to  the  respondents  £100  for  costs,  in  respect  of  the 
said  appeal. 

For  Appellant,   Wm.  Adam,   Tho.  M^Donaldy  -H.  D.  Inglu. 
For  Respondents,  Sir  J.  Scott,  Robt.  Davidson. 


Wm.  Dingwall  of  Bruckley,  Esq.     .        .        Appellant ; 
James  Farqoharson  of  Inverey,  Esq.        .        BespondetU. 

House  of  Lords,  31st  May  1797. 

SfiRvrriTDB  OP  Peat — Sbevitudb  op  Road. — (1.)  Hie  giant  or 
tolerance  of  a  right  to  take  peat,  was  so  worded  as  in  one  dame 
to  apply  to  fifteen  fires,  while  in  the  other  clauses  of  the  deed,  it 
-was  conceived,  so  as  to  mean  fifteen  famiUes,  without  reject  tt 
the  number  of  fires  each  &mily  might  use ;  the  words  fifteen  &- 
milies  or  fires,  being  apparently  used  in  the  sense  that  ea 
mily  was  counted  as  one  fire,  whether  they  used  one  or 
fires  in  their  houses.  Held,  that  the  grant  was  not  iimited  to 
fifteen  fires  in  all,  but  extended  to  the  fire  or  fires  which 
family  might  use,  not  exceeding  the  number  of  fifteen 
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Also,  that  if  the  tenants  should  increase  beyond  the  number  of  fif-        1797. 
teen  families,  that  thej  had  a  right  to  take  peat  on  payment  of 


the  sum  stipulated.    (2d.)  The  deed  also  conferred  a  right  of    dinowall 
"  road**  or  **  nayi*  for  carrying  their  peats  from  the  moss.  Held,  ^ ^BQca^RgoH. 
that  this  -was  to  be  construed  to  mean  a   cart   road^  conye- 
nient  for  carrying  their  peat  from  the  moss,  and  not  a  horse  roadj 
as  contended  for  by  the  appellant. 

The  appellant  and  respondent's  estates  lie  adjoining  to 
each  other,  in  a  part  of  Aberdeenshire  where  there  is  no 
coal.  There  was  plenty  of  peat  on  the  appellant's  lands  of 
Bruckley,  but  none  on  the  respondent's  lands  and  estate  of 
Bnizie,  which  had  been  acquired,  with  all  the  rights  and  pri- 
vileges belonging  thereto,  from  a  Mr.  Keith. 

Mr.  Keith,  the  former  proprietor  of  Bruxie,  had  entered 
into  a  contract  with  the  appellant's  father,  by  which  the 
former  purchased  a  privilege  or  right  of  drawing  peats  from 
the  appellant's  lands ;  and  it  is  in  regard  to  the  extent  to 
which  he  had  right  to  this  servitude  of  peat,  as  well  as  of  a 
road- way  to  the  peat  mosses,  that  mutual  declarators  were 
brought  by  the  parties. 

The  disposition  or  grant  by  the  appellant's  father  was  in  Mar.  19,1733. 

these  terms : — "  Give,  grant,  and  dispone  in  favour  of  William 

"  Keith,  his  heirs  and  assignees,  an  heritable  and  irredeem- 

*^  able  moss  tolerance,  upon  the  haill  mosses  of  Bruckley 

"  and  little  Auchock,  lying  within  the  parish  of  Anchridie,  • 

"  and  sheriffdom  of  Aberdeen,  and  belonging  heritably  to 

**  me,  the  said  William  Dingwall,  for  serving  and  accommo- 

*'  dating  the  town  and  lands  of  Over  Altrie,  Middle  Altrie, 

^'  Nether  Altrie,  Carndell,  Stockbridge,  and  Brownhill,  lying 

"  within  the  parish  of  Old  Deer,  and  sheriffdom  of  Aber- 

"  deen,  and  belonging  heritably  to  the  said  William  Keith, 

**  and  all  and  every  one  of  them,  yearly,  in  all  time  coming, 

"  with  the  whole  peats  which  the  possessors  of  the  several 

'*  towns  above  specified,  or  any  one  or  more  of  them,  shall 

'*  happen  to  have  occasion  for,  within  their  own  families, 

**  not  exceeding  the  number  of  fifteen  fires,  over  and  above 

'^  what  is  necessary  for  drying  their  corns  growing  on  the 

*'  said  town  and  lands,  and  after  allowing  to  the  said  Wil- 

*'  liam  Keith,  and  his  heirs  and  successors,  the  whole  peats 

they  shall  have  occasion  for  within  their  own  families, 

under  the  name  of  one  single  fire,  hereby  authorizing  and 

**  empowering  the  said  William  Keith  and  his  foresaids,  and 

'*  their  haill  tenants  and  sub- tenants,  and  possessors  of  the 


666  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

1797.  «  several  lands  above  mentioned,  belonging  to  tbe  said 
"  William  Keith,  to  cast,  win,  and  load  as  many  peats 
piNowALL  „  yearly,  in  all  time  coming,  within  the  mosses  above  men- 
FAB<iUHAR9oir.  **  tiouod,  as  shall  accommodate  their  families  as  above, 
**  and  to  transport  and  load  the  same  from  the  mosses  above 
**  mentioned,  to  the  several  lands  above  specified,  by  a  con- 
''  venient  road  or  way,  beginning  at  the  bnm  upon  the 
^*  north  end  of  the  town  of  BroomhiU,  and  going  hence 
*^  throngh  the  lands  of  Little  Auchock,  to  the  mosses  above 
"  specified,  set  apart,  and  marked  by  us,  the  said  Williara 
^*  Keith  and  Mr.  William  Dingwall,  beginning  at  the  nordi  ' 
"  side  of  William  Crichton's  croft,  and  continuing  to  the 
^'  north  side  of  Dubsdale,  and  going  from  the  said  two 
"  points,  in  two  straight  lines,  through  the  said  mosses,  to 
**  the  green  ground  upon  the  march  of  Meikle  Anchock, 
'^  and  north  side  of  the  said  moss ;  providing,  nevertheleBi, 
**  like  as  it  is  hereby  specially  provided  and  declared,  that  ' 
*'  the  above  tolerance  is  granted  and  accepted  with  tbe  ex- 
*^  press  provision  and  condition,  that  in  oase  the  serenl 
<<  families  upon  the  lands  above  mentioned,  belonging  to 
**  the  said  William  Keith,  shall  happen  at  any  time  here> 
"  after  to  exceed  the  number  of  fifteen  families,  then,  and 
**  in  that  case,  the  said  William  Keith  and  his  foresaida, 
<^  shall,  by  their  acceptation  hereof,  be  bound  and  obliged 
"  to  make  yearly  payment  to  me,  the  said  William  Ding- 
*^  wall,  and  my  above  written,  of  the  sum  of  £1.  IDs.  Soots 
'*  money,  for  each  of  their  families  or  fires  above  the  nimi- 
"  her  of  fifteen,  which  shall  happen  to  be  accommodated 
'*  furth  of  the  moss  above  specified." 

From  the  date  of  this  deed  of  tolerance  1733,  till  within 
a  few  years  before  the  actions  were  rsdsed,  no  difierenoe  or 
dispute  arose  about  the  terms  or  construction  of  it 

Soon,  however,  after  the  respondent  purchased  the  estate 
of  Bruxie  in  1778,  the  appellant  attempted  to  restrict  the 
tolerance  of  taking  peat  in  the  above  grant,  upon  the  idea 
that  the  right  was  only  to  the  extent  of  fifteen  fires,  that  is* 
one  fire  in  each  family,  fle  further  insisted  that  the  teoMite 
should  take  the  use  of  a  totally  different  road  from  that  de- 
scribed in  the  contract,  and  had  dug  up  ditches  to  obstmct 
the  use  of  the  old  road.  He  further  began  to  bnm  part  of  the 
moss,  and  to  convert  it  into  corn  land,  in  order  to  destroy, 
at  least  to  diminish,  the  extent  of  the  servitude. 

In  these  circumstances^  the  present  actions  of  declarator 
were  brought. 
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The  appellant's  action  concluded  to  have  it  foundy  1.  That      ^^^*' 


it  was  optional  to  him,  to  allow  the  tenants  and  possessors 

/»     1  ,  ^  DINGWALL 

of  the  respondent's  estate,  to  cast  or  carry  on  any  greater         v. 
quantity  of  peats  than  wassufficient  to  supply  fifteen  fires,  eyen  fakquharws. 
on  payment  of  the  sum  stipulated  in  the  tolerance.  2d.  That 
they  be  prohibited  from  using  any  other  road  than  the  one 
described  in  the  tolerance,  and  that  *^  as  a  road  for  horses 
only." 

The  respondent's  declarator  concluded,  1st.   That  the 
respondent  and  his  tenants  have  a  right  to  carry  off  what- 
erer  quantity  of  peats  they  may  have  occasion  for  in  their 
families,  to  the  number  of  fifteen,  whether  they  may  happen 
to  have  one  or  more  fires  in  each  family.  2d.  That  they  have 
a  title  to  cast  or  carry  away  peats  from  these  mosses,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  appellant,  on  paying  to  him  the  sum 
of  £!•  10s.  Scots  annually,  for  each  family,  exceeding  the 
number  of  fifteen.     3d.  That  the  appellant  is  not  entitled  to 
change  the  respondent's  road,  or  access  to  the  mosses,  but 
that  he  must  keep  the  road  described  in  the  tolerance,  open 
and  patent  for  the  use  of  the  respondent  and  his  tenants, 
and  that  they  have  not  only  a  right  to  it  as  a  foot  road,  but 
as  a  road  for  horses,  carts,  and  carriages.    4th.  That  the 
appellant  should  be  discharged  from  burning,  and  other- 
wise destroying,  or  admitting  strangers  to  the  said  mosses, 
so  as  to  hurt  or  infringe  upon  the  right  of  the  respondent, 
in  the  peaceable  and  quiet  possession  of  his  moss  tolerance ; 
and,  lastly,  that  the  appellant  should  be  found  liable  in 
damages  and  expenses. 

The  appellant  contended,  1st.  By  the  express  words  of 

the  contract,  the  respondent  was  only  entitled  to  take  peats 

for  fifteen  fires  out  of  his  mosses,  without  respect  to  the 

number  of  families.    It  was  a  tolerance  to  take  peat  sufiS- 

cient  for  supplying  fifteen  fires,  and  no  more ;  for  if  the 

meaning  of  the  tolerance  had  been,  that  fifteen  families, 

though  using  ever  so  many  fires,  should  be  entitled  to  take 

all  the  peats  from  the  moss  of  Bruckley,  the  clause  would 

have  run  in  different  terms,  and  the  possessors  of  Bruxie 

would  have   been  entitled  to  take  what  peats  they  had 

occasion  for    within    their    families,    not    exceeding    the 

number  of  fifteen  families.     That  the  consideration  which, 

by  the  separate  clause  of  the  deed,  is  stipulated  to  be  paid 

for  additional  fires,  over  and  above  fifteen,  being  no  more 

than  2s.  6d.  per  year,  is  an  additional  proof  that  the  word 

^*  fires"  is  to  be  taken  in  the  natural  sense,  as  an  annual 


I>ING\71LL 
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1797.  payment  and  compensation  for  as  many  peats  aa  wonld  aap- 
ply  the  consumpt  of  one  fire,  but  could  not  be  deemed 
equivalent  to  the  consumpt  of  a  family  keeping  many  fireBi 
FARQUHARsoN.  Aod  li^tly,  as  to  the  practice,  it  was  contended,  that  about 
sixty  years  ago,  there  was  not  a  house  on  any  of  the  {aims 
of  the  estate  of  Bruxie  which  contained  two  chiouiies*  so 
that  it  was  impossible  that  any  one  of  the  possessoxs  could 
use  more  than  one  fire  at  the  period. 

The  respondent,  on  the  other  hand,  contended,  Ist  That 
the  appellant's  plea  rested  on  a  judaical  construction  of  the 
words  made  use  of  in  the  deed  of  tolerance,  without  attend- 
ing to  the  sense  or  meaning  in  which  they  were  rec^Ted 
in  the  country,  and,  indeed,  made  use  of  by  the  parties  to 
this  transaction.  It  was  evident  that  the  word  fire  was 
synonymous  with  the  quantity  of  fuel  consumed  by  an  or« 
dinary  tenant,  in  that  part  of  the  country,  for  doiaestic 
purposes.  That  this  was  evident  from,  the  clause,  declaring 
that  the  fuel  consumed  by  the  proprietor  of  Bruxie  should 
be  considered  only  as  one  fire,  which  it  was  proper  to  sped* 
fy  should  be  the  case  with  regard  to  the  proprietor  of  the 
estate,  who  had  probably  five  or  six  fires  vrithin  his  house, 
and  consumed  five  or  six  times  the  quantity  of  fuel  an  ordi« 
nary  tenant  would  have  occasion  for ;  but  that  it  was  un* 
necessary  to  make  such  a  declaration  in  regard  to  the 
tenants,  who  seldom  had  occasion  to  use  more  than  one  or 
two  fires,  and  hence  the  words  families  and  fires  came  to 
be  used  as  synonymous  terms.  That  if  any  doubt  on  this 
head  could  arise  from  the  first  clause  in  the  contract,  it  was 
completely  removed  by  the  second,  in  which  provision  is 
made  for  the  number  of  families  on  the  estate  of  Bruxie 
exceeding  fifteen,  and  it  is  declared  in  that  event, — ^  That 
the  sum  of  £1.  10s.  Scots  shall  be  payable  for  each  of 
'*  their  families  or  fires,  above  the  number  of  fifteen,  which 
**  shall  happen  to  be  accommodated  furth  of  the  mosses 
''  above  specified.^'  Thus,  in  the  clearest  manner,  showing 
that  the  words  **  families"  and  "  fires''  were  used  in  the 
contract  in  identically  the  same  sense. 

2d  point  As  to  whether  it  was  optional  to  the  appellant 
to  exclude  the  respondent's  tenants,  in  so  far  as  they  should 
exceed  the  number  of  fifteen,  from  his  mosses,  even  upon  the 
payment  of  the  stipulated  sum  of  £1.  lOs.  Scots,  for  each  of 
the  additional  families  or  fires  ?  It  was  contended  for  the  ap- 
pellant, that  the  dispositive  clause,  or  that  part  of  the  deed  of 
tolerance  which  contains  the  grant  of  the  servitude,  is  only 
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confined  to  fael  to  supply  fifteen  fires,  and  that  there  was        1797. 

not  one  word,  from  beginning  to  the  end  of  the  deed,  im-    . 

porting  the  grant  of  a  servitude  of  fuel  for  more  fires.     So    x»nowall 

that  the  original  limitation  being  confined  to  fuel  for  fifteen  ^j^kqubabson. 

fires,  the  proprietor  of  the  servient  tenement  is  left  free  to 

exercise  his  option,  in  regard  to  a  supply  of  fuel  beyond 

that  number.    In  answer,  the  respondent  contended,  that 

this  construction  of  the  grant  was  totally  at  variance  with 

the  direct  terms  used.    It  expressly  provided,  in  the  first 

place,  for  fire  to  fifteen  families,  and,  in  the  second  place, 

and  by  a  separate  clause,  it  provides  for  a  supply  of  fuel  to 

the  respondent's  tenants,  should  they  increase  beyond,  or 

exceed  that  number  of  families.    In  the  latter  case,  the  price 

or  consideration  stipulated  was  fixed  at  £1. 10s.  Scots  per 

annum,  besides  the  price  paid  for  the  grant  conferred  for 

the  accommodation  of  the  respondent's  tenants.    The  grant 

is  as  absolute  for  the  number  beyond  fifteen  families,  as 

for  the  fifteen  families  themselves ;  and  therefore,  it  was  not 

left  optional  to  the  appellant  to  admit  or  disallow  fuel  to 

the  number  beyond  fifteen  families. 

3d  point  is,  Whether  the  respondent  is  entitled  to  a  cart 
road,  for  transporting  his  peats,  or  if  he  is  limited,  as  the 
appellant  contends,  to  a  horse  road  only,  for  carrying  the 
peats  on  horses'  backs,  and  in  creels  or  hurdles?  The 
respondent  maintains  that,  on  this  subject,  the  deed  of  tol- 
erance is  conclusive.  It  allows  the  tenants  a  liberty  to 
transport  their  peats  "  by  a  convenient  ro<zd  or  way,  begin- 
*'  ning  at  the  little  bum  upon  the  north  side  of  Brownhill,  &c., 
<^  set  apart  by  us,  the  said  WiUiam  Keith  and  William 
**  DingwalV  In  the  law  of  Scotland,  which  in  this  parti- 
cular is  borrowed  from  the  Roman  law,  there  are  three 
different  servitudes  of  roads  known  and  established,  viz., 
"  Iter,  actus,  et  via.  Iter  is  a  right  of  a  horse  or  foot  pas-  E„]f,  g^  g, 
"  sage;  actus  is  a  right  of  carriages  drawn  by  men,  and  of  Tit.  9,  §  12. 
«'  driving  cattle ;  via  comprehends  the  other  two,  and,  be- 
**  sides,  includes  a  right  of  driving  carriages  with  horses,  or 
**  other  beasts  of  draught."  And  Erskine  further  mentions, 
that  there  are  servitudes  by  the  usages  of  Scotland,  analo- 
gous to  these,  for  foot  road,  horse  road,  a  cart  or  coach 
road.  As,  therefore,  by  the  words  of  the  grant,  the  respon- 
dent is  entitled  to  a  road  or  way,  there  can  be  no  doubt  he 
is  entitled  to  a  cart  road. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  pronounced  this  interlocutor: — "  The  Nov.  12,1793. 
"  Lord  Ordinary  having  considered  the  mutual  memorials, 
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1797.  «<  together  with  the  heritable  moss  tolerance,  Finds,  that 
'  "  the  respondenty  Inveroy,  as  proprietor  of  the  eetate  of 
DINGWALL  ,j  Bruxie,  is  entitled  to  the  privilege  of  moas  upon  the  moaaes 
FABQUQABsoN. "  of  Bruckley  and  Little  Auchock,  for  eerring  and  accom- 
"  modating  the  towns  and  lands  of  Over  Altrie,  Middle 
**  Altrie,  Aether  Altrie,  Carndel,  Stockbridge,  and  Brown- 
'*  hill,  with  the  whole  peats  which  the  possessors  of  these 
"  towns,  or  any  of  them,  shall  have  occasion  for  in  their 
''  families,  the  same,  however,  being  limited  to  the  number 
^'  of  fifteen  fires,  besides  what  is  necessary  for  drying  their 
**  corns;  and  reckoning  the  whole  peats  which  the  proprie- 
''  tor  of  Bruxie  shall  have  occasion  for  in  his  own  family,  as 
*^  one  of  the  said  fifteen  fires.  Finds,  that  Inverey  (respon- 
"  dent)  and  his  tenants,  in  the  town  and  lands  above  men- 
*'  tioned,  are  entitled  to  a  convenient  cart  road  in  the  d]^e^ 
tion  specified  in  the  said  moss  tolerance,  for  transportiDg 
their  peats  from  the  said  mosses  to  the  several  lands: 
''  Finds,  that  in  case  the  several  families  upon  the  lands  aboTe 
^*  mentioned,  shall  happen  at  any  time  to  exceed  the  number 
"  of  fifteen,  in  that  case,  Inverey  (respondent)  shall  be  en- 
*'  titled  to  take  peats  from  the  said  mosses,  for  the  acoom- 
*'  modation  of  the  extra  families,  but  shall  be  obliged  to  pay 
"  yearly  to  the  proprietor  of  the  said  mosses,  the  sum  of  £1. 
*'  10s.  Scots,  for  each  fire  made  use  of  by  such  of  the  said  fa- 
*'  miliesasexceed  the  number  of  fifteen,  anddecerns/'  On  re* 
June  12  1 794,  P'^®®®^**^*^^*^f'^^™^^*l^P*''*5^>*^®  Lord  Ordinary  adhered.  On 
further  representation,  his  Lordship  pronounced  thisinterloen- 
tor : — '*  Finds,  that  by  the  just  construction  of  the  tolerance^ 

Dec.  20 "  explained  by  subsequent  practice,  the  privilege  of  mm 

^*  therein  specified,  is  granted  to  the  use  of  fifteen  famifiesi 

^*  and  not  limited  to  fifteen  fires,  and  with  this  alteraticHi 

'*  adheres  to  the  interlocutor  above  pronounced.    A  third 

Jan.  23, 1795.  representation  was    refused.     On  petition  to  the  whole 

Feb.  28, Court,  the  Lords  adhered  to  the  Lord  Ordinary's  interloco- 

Mar.  11, tors.     And  on  further  petition,  they  adhered. 

Against  these    interlocutors    the    present   appeal   was 
brought  to  the  House  of  Lords. 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 
Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Sir  J.  Scott,  W,  Grant. 
For  Respondent,  J.  Anstruthery  Chas,  Hay. 
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PATK&30Mb,&C 

r. 


Appellants; 


Petee  Paterson,  Esq.  of  Merrjflats,  and  ^ 
Archibald  Campbell,  Merchant  in  Green- 
ock, suryiving  trustees,  nominated  and 
appointed  by  John  Paterson  of  Castle- 
hiU,  and  John,  Peter,  James,  and  Ag- 
nes Patbrsons,  children  of  the  said  John 
Paterson,        .        •        •        .        . 

John   MacCaul,    Merchant  in    Glasgow,  ^ 
Trustee  upon  the  Sequestrated  estate  of  I 
the  said  John  Paterson,  and  Wm.  Craio  [>  Respondents. 
and    Others,   Creditors  of  the  said  John 
Paterson,         •        .        •        .        . 

House  of  Lords,  6th  June  1797. 

Tbubt  Deed — Delivery — Simulate — Reduction  op  Deed  ir» 
feaudem  cbeditorum. — Circumstances  in  which  a  trust  deed, 
granted  merely  for  the  purpose  of  oonyejing  his  property  to  his 
children,  and  distributing  it  amongst  them  at  the  grantei^s  death, 
upon  which  infeftment  was  immediately  taken,  was  held  to  be  re- 
ducible at  the  instance  of  subsequent  creditors  upon  his  bank- 
ruptcy, seyen  years  thereafter,  though  not  challenged  under  the 
statutes,  but  at  common  law. 

John  Paterson  of  Castlehill,  of  this  date,  executed  a  April  24, 1786. 
trust  deed  in  favour  of  the  appellants,  upon  the  narrative, 
<*  That  the  children  of  the  marriage  procreated,  and  ex- 
*^  isting  between  me  and  the  deceased  Mary  Sommerville, 
*'  my  spouse,  are  still  unprovided  for  by  me,  in  a  sufficient 
•*  share  of  my  estate,  to  which  they  have  good  right,  from 
**  the  subjects  I  have  received  belonging  to  their  mother, 
**  and  that  it  is  my  intention  that  those  children  should  be 
••  suitably  provided  out  of  my  estate."  Therefore  he 
disponed  to  the  appellants,  as  trustees  and  fiduciaries  "  for 
'*  the  use  and  behoof  of  John,  William,  Peter,  James,  and 
**  Agnes  Patersons,  my  children  lawfully  procreated  be- 
**  tween  me  and  the  deceased  Mary  Sommerville,  all  and 
**  hail  that  piece  of  land  called  Castlehill/'  and  certain 
othec  lands  therein  enumerated. 

The  reservations  and  purposes  of  the  trust  were  thus  de- 
clared : — "  Reserving  always  my  liferent  of  the  subjects 
**  above  disponed.    But  these  presents  are  granted  for  the 
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1797.       «'  ends  and  purposes  after  specified,  namely,  that  the  trus- 
"  tees  shall,  after  my  death,  dispone  and  convey  to  my 


PAT^RsoNs,  ts  eldest  son,  his  heirs  and  assignees  whomsoever,  and  in 
r.  '<  case  of  his  death  without  lawful  issue,  to  my  eldest  son 

MAccAUL,  &c.  <t  tjjQQ  existing,  his  heirs  and  assignees,  the  lands  of  Castle- 
^<  hill.''  He  then  directed  his  trustees  to  sell  and  dispose  of 
**  all  his  other  heritable  subjects  above  disponed  by  public 
"  or  private  sale,  and  to  divide  the  proceeds  of  the  same 
**  equally  among  my  whole  children,  which  shall  be  ezistiiig 
*^  at  the  time  of  my  death." 

The  deed  contained  an  obligation  to  infeft,  and  a  pro- 

curatory  of  resignation  and  precept  of  sasine  in  common 

form,  and  the  appellants  were  infeft  upon  it  accordingly. 

John  Paterson  of  Castlehill,  thereafter  became  banknipt, 

Dec.  174793.  and  was  sequestrated  of'  this  date,  and  the  respondent 

MacCaul,  was  appointed  trustee  on  his  bankrupt  estate. 

The  present  action  was  a  reduction  brought  by  the  re- 
spondents, to  set  aside  and  reduce  the  above  deed,  on  the 
following  grounds : — Ist.  That  the  conveyance  was  a  simn- 
late  deed,  not  expressing  the  real  views  and  intentions  of 
the  grantor,  but  intended  merely  as  a  pretence  to  enable 
him  to  settle  upon  more  favourable  terms  with  Agnes  King, 
a  woman  who  pretended  to  be  his  wife.  2d.  That  tbe 
trust  conveyance  for  behoof  of  the  children  was  nev^ 
legally  delivered,  and  the  infeftments  taken  thereon  were 
improperly  and  surreptitiously  taken,  without  the  authoritj 
or  knowledge  of  the  grantor.  3d.  That  the  deed,  suppos- 
ing it  to  have  been  legally  delivered,  and  seriously  intend^ to 
convey  what  it  expresses,  was  an  alienation  iajhxudem 
creditorum. 

In  defence  to  this  action,  it  was  answered: — 1st.  That 
there  was  no  legal  evidence  on  the  face  of  the  deed  itaelf» 
to  show  that  it  was  a  simulate  deed,  and  merely  to  affeet 
the  claims  of  Agnes  King  upon  him,  1st,  because  it  did  not 
convey  the  whole  estate.  It  reserved  it  entire  to  himself  in 
liferent ;  and,  2d,  because  if  Agnes  King  made  good  her 
claim  of  being  his  wife,  the  infeftment  taken  would,  in  that 
case,  not  defeat  her  terce  or  dower,  because  she  would  be 
entitled  to  her  terce  upon  all  lands  in  which  John  Paterson 
was  infeft,  previous  to  granting  that  deed.  2d.  In  the  next 
place,  the  deed  was  a  properly  delivered  deed,  given  and 
left  in  the  hands  of  John  Maxwell,  writer,  Glasgow,  who 
was  agent  as  well  of  the  grantor  as  of  the  grantees,  aad 
where  the  deed  is  in  the  hands  of  one  who  is  the  agcrit  for 
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both,  it  is  presumed  to  have  been  delivered  for  behoof  of       1797. 
the  irrantees.    In  the  second  place,  it  is  impossible  to  say    - 

PATKB90N8 

that  a  deed  has  not  been  delivered,  on  which  sasine  has        ^q,     ' 
been  given,  and  the  instrument  of  sasine  duly  recorded.        v. 
Further,  the  consent  of  John  Paterson  was  not  necessary  to  *^^^^^'    ^* 
this  infeftment,  as  that  was  conclusive  from  his  leaving  it  in 
the  hands  of  the  grantee's  agent,  with  the  usual  chiuses 
for  infeftment.    3.  The  deed  was  not  granted  to  the  pre- 
judice of  prior  creditors,  for  the  grantor  then  owed  no  debts, 
or  if  he  did,  they  have  been  all  since  paid,  and  the  debts  of 
the  creditors  who  now  reduce  this  deed,  were  contracted 
five  or  six  years  after  its  date ;  neither  was  it  granted 
in  contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  for  the  deed  is  dated  in 
1786,  and  the  bankruptcy  took  place  in  1793.    At  the  time 
the  deed  was  granted,  John  Paterson  was  perfectly  solvent. 
The  case  of  Street  v.  Mason,  founded  on  by  the  respondents,  suir's   Decl- 
instead  of  being  against,  is  in  favour  of  the  appellant,  assions*  July  2, 
showing  that  the  deed  is  not  impeachable  as  in  Jraudem  ^^^^  p^  ^^ 
creditarum.  1673. 

The  Lord  Ordinary,  of  this  date,  pronounced  this  interlo-  Jan.  26, 1796. 
cutor: — ''  Reduce,  decern,  and  declare,  in  terms  of  the 

*•  libel."    And,  on  representation,  his  Lordship  adhered.  ^®^"^» 

And  on  petition  to  the  whole  Lords,  the  Court  adhered  to  P®^-  ^6, 

the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary .♦  Nov.  15, 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants. — 1st.  The  deed  was  not  si- 
mulate in  any  one  degree,  except  as  to  Agnes  King,  and 
therefore  must  receive  effect  to  every  other  purpose,  and  in 
particular,  as  regards  the  respondents,  who  challenge  it. 
2d.  Because  there  is  every  legal  presumption  of  the  deed 
having  been  delivered,  both  from  the  general  rule  of  law 
in  regard  to  'deeds  executed  according  to  the  form  of  law  of 
Scotland,  which  throws  it  upon  the  respondents  to  show 
that  it  was  not  delivered,  but  which  they  have  not  done ; 
and  also  from  the  fact  of  its  having  been  deposited  with  a 
person  who  was  agent  both  for  the  grantor  as  well  as  the 
grantees;  in  which  case,  the  presumption  is,  that  it  is  de- 
livered to  him  as  agent  for  the  grantees.    And  what  makes 

*  Opinions  of  Judges  -. — 

Lord  Presidbnt  Campbell. — '*  This  was  evidently  a  mortit  causa 
deed,  and  camiot  be  sustained  against  creditors.  Vide  Dictionary,  voce 
**  Fraud," case  of  Stewart  v.  Mason.  Mr.  Paterson  showed  his  own  sense 


1797. 
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this  delivery  more  condUBive,  is,  that  sasine  was  taken  upon 
PATKRsoMg    ^^^  conyejance,  and  the  instrament  dalj  recorded,  whidi 
&c.         precludes  the  possibilitj  of  saying  that  the  deed  was  not  a 
^'    ^     delivered  deed.    Whether  the  infeftment  was  taken  with  or 
Without  the  consent  of  the  grantor,  makes  no  difference^  for 
he  had  bound  himself  in  the  deed  to  give  sasine,  by  granting 
his  authority  to  that  effect.    3d.  The  deed,  further,  wftB 
not  granted  in  defraud  of  prior  creditors,  nor  granted  in 
contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  nor  has  any  special  act  of 
fraud  been  stated  or  proved,  to  support  such  a  ground ;  and 
yet,  upon  the  authority  of  the  cases  upon  which  the  respon- 
dents have  relied,  fraud  must  both  be  stated  and  proved. 

Pleaded/or  the  Respondents. — Ist.  The  trust  deed  was  a 

simulate  deed,  not  expressing  the  real  object  and  intention 

of  the  grantor,  but  intended  merely  as  a  pretence,  to  enaUe 

Muirhpad  of  him  to  Settle  upon  more  favourable  tertns  with  Agnes  King, 

^'dh'^sT  ^' ^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  intended  to  be  effectual,  unless  he  p»> 
Mairhead,  *  vailed  on  her  claims.  Had  she  prevailed  in  making  good 
FoantainhaIls,her  claim,  she  would  have  been  entitled  to  a  share  in  his 
Ross  0.*  Mac'®*^^^'  ^^^  ^^  ^QQ^  was  granted  to  disappoint  that  object 
keDzie,  affirm^  The  deeds  executed  by  persons  about  to  engage  in  rebel- 
Ho'useof  ^^^^  conveying  their  estates  to  their  next  heirs,  to  save  for- 
Lords,  29th  feitures,  have  always  been  reduced  as  simulate,  or  not 
A^^^^^h^*  meant  to  take  effect,  unless  the  forfeiture  took  place.  Here 
yoi.  the  risk  wished  to  be  avoided  never  took  place,  becanae 

Agnes  King's  claim  was  finally  settled  and  bought  off, 
leaving  rights  to  stand  as  before  this  deed  was  executed. 
2d.  The  trust-deed  was  never  legally  delivered,  and  con- 
sequently cannot  be  effectual  to  the  grantees  or  donees. 
3d.  The  trust-deed  was  farther  reducible,  as  being  infrw^ 

of  the  matter,  by  cutting  his  name  from  the  disposition.  The  deed, 
besides,  was  executed  for  a  particular  purpose,  and  noi  a  fair  one 
at  the  time.  When  that  object  ceased,  the  trustees  wished  to  make 
another  use  of  it,  which  was  equally  unfair.  I  am  for  refusing  the 
proyer  of  the  petition/* — ^'  I  adhere  to  the  former  interlocutor.* 

Lord  Justice  Clbrk. — ^'  I  am  for  adhering.  This  is  an  unilatend 
deed,  and  no  other  was  meant  to  haye  Skjus  quesUum  in  it  It  waa 
put  into  the  hands  of  his  own  doer,  who  had  no  authority  to  take 
infefitment  for  delivery y  but  only ^/br  making  it  a  real  right.  The 
deed  remained  still  in  his  own  power." 
Lonn  PoLKEMMBT. — ^  Of  same  opinion." 
Tide  President  Gampbeh's  Session  Papers^  voL 
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dem  creditorum;  and  gratoitoas  alienations  of  this  kind,  it        1797. 
will  not  be  disputed,  may  be  set  aside  by  creditors  whose 


debts  were  contracted  preyious  to  such  Jienations,  if  they  ^^^^^^  ^^* 
have  been  made  with  a  fraudulent  design.  The  design  here  miller,  &c. 
was  fraudulent,  because,  when  the  bankrupt  executed  this 
deed,  he  had  no  personal  funds,  and  he  could  not  be  allowed 
to  lock  up  his  property,  and  at  same  time  embark  in  trade, 
without  making  the  design  apparent.  Mr.  Paterson  was 
trusted  by  his  creditors,  on  the  faith  that  his  estate  was  still 
iiis,  and  not  conveyed  away  to  his  children  ;  and,  therefore, 
although  the  conveyance  may  not  be  reducible  upon  any  of 
the  statutes,  it  is  reducible  at  common  law,  which  upon  this 
point  is  founded  on  the  most  obvious  principles  of  justice. 
Stair's  Decisions,  Street  and  Jackson  v.  Mason,  2d  July 
1763;  Beed  v.  Beed,  4th  December  1673. 

After  hearing  counsel. 

It  was  ordered  and  adjudged  that    the    interlocutors 
complained  of  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  Sir  J.  Scottj  M,  Nolan. 
For  Bespondents,  Wm.  Adam^  John  Clerk* 


[From  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  Scotland.] 
In  Error  by  Bill  of  Exceptions. 

James  Edgar,  David  Beid,  Bobert-^ 

Hepburn,  and  John  Henry  CocH-f  p;  .  ^.^  .   i^ 
RANE,  Commissioners  of  Customs  ink  ^  ' 

Scotland ^ 

Donald  Miller  and  Benjamin  Miller,  Defendants  in  Error, 

House  of  Lords,  9th  June  1797. 

British  Herring  Fishery — ^King's  Boitnty — Act  26  Geo.  III. 
c.  81. — ^The  act  of  Parliament  aboye  quoted  confers  a  bountj  of 
208.  per  ton  on  all  decked  yessels,  called  busses,  engaged  in  the 
herring  fisheries  in  Scotland.  Circumstances  in  which  the  mode 
of  fishing  practised  by  the  defendants  in  error,  did  not  entitle  them 
to  claim  such  bounty. 

Two  modes  of  prosecuting  the  herring  fishery  in  Scotland 
are  recognized  by  acts  of  Parliament.  The  one  by  means  of 
boat»  called  the  boat  fishery ;  the  other,  by  means  of  larger 
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1797.       vessels,  called  buss  fishery.    The  former  is  prosecuted  by 
the  fishers  on  the  several  fishing  stations,  when  the  shoals  of 


SDOAR,  c.  i^Qfj^Qg  appear  on  their  coast,  and  in  open  boat,  the  fishers 
MILLER,  &c.  bringing  the  fish  to  land,  and  there  salting  and  curing  them 
in  barrels.  The  buss  fishery  is  that  which  is  followed  by 
means  of  decked  vessels,  having  on  board  barrels  and  salt  to 
cure  the  fish  when  caught,  and  a  proper  equipment  of  mea 
and  provisions  for  a  long  voyage  of  considerable  endurance* 
visiting  the  remoter  fishing  grounds,  and  remaining  away  for 
a  whole  season  for  that  purpose. 

For  the  encouragement  of  the  latter  mode  of  fishing,  seve- 
ral acts  of  Parliament  had  passed,  ofiering  bountieB  of  so 
much  per  ton  of  the  vessel's  tonnage,  for  the  promotion  of 
the  objects  thereof,  as  well  as  to  promote  a  numerous  body 
of  able  seamen  for  the  defence  of  the  country. 

The  act  on  which  the  present  question  arises,  the  act  26 
Geo.  in.  c.  81,  fixes  the  rate  of  bounty  at  20s.  per  ton. 

In  this  situation  of  the  law,  sometime  before  1793,  cer- 
tain fish-curers  in  the  north  of  Scotland  formed  a  plan  of 
prosecuting  the  fishery,  which,  it  was  alleged,  was  a  mere 
device  formed  to  obtain  the  bounties  granted  to  the  boss 
fishery.  It  appears  that  these  fishers  imagined  that  nothing 
was  wanted  to  convert  their  boat  fishery  into  a  buss  fisheij, 
but  the  addition  of  a  decked  vessel  or  buss.  They  accord- 
ingly procured  a  decked  vessel.  Barrels,  salt,  nets,  and 
provisions,  were  put  on  board.  A  number  of  men  appeared, 
calling  themselves  her  crew ;  and  a  license  from  the  prin- 
cipal officers  of  Customs  was  granted  for  the  vessel  to  pro* 
ceed  upon  her  vayctge.  Instead  of  proceeding  on  her  voyage, 
however,  the  barrels,  salt,  nets,  and  provisions,  were  all 
taken  out  of  the  buss,  and  the  men  employed  themselves  in 
fishing  in  their  open  boats.  The  herrings  caught  were  landed, 
salted,  and  packed  on  shore,  while  the  empty  buss  or  decked 
vessel  lay  fast  at  her  moorings,  without  proceeding  from  the 
spot. 

The  defendants  in  error,  merchants  in  Staxigo,  Thurso, 
were  among  the  number  who  practised  this  mode  of  fishing, 
and  when  they  applied  to  the  Commit^ioners  of  Customs  for 
the  government  bounty  it  was  refused,  whereupon  they 
brought  an  action  upon  the  case  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer, 
for  payment  of  these  bounties,  proceeding  upon  the  narra> 
tive  in  the  declaration,  that  they  had  complied  with  the 
requisites  of  the  said  act,  and  that  their  buss  or  vessel  had, 
between  1st  June  and  Ist  October,  in  the  year  1794,  cleared 
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out  of  the  port  of  Thurso,  and  proceeded  upon  the  said        1797. 
£shing,  and  did  then  begin  and  continue  to  fish,  and  did  . 

there  catch  and  take  a  full  cargo  of  fish,  and  did  return    si>oar,  &c. 
therewith  to  the  port  of  Thurso,  &c.  xilucb,  &c. 

To  this  declaration  the  plaintiff  in  error,  pleaded  the 
general  issue ;  and  the  cause  coming  to  be  tried,  a  verdict 
pursuant  to  the  opinion  and  direction  of  the  Court  was  found 
for  the  defendants  in  error  for  £84.  9s.  3d. 

In  the  course  of  the  cause,  a  bill  of  exceptions  to  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  was  tendered. 

Judgment  having  been  given  for  the  defendants  in  error, 
the  plaintiffs  brought  the  present  writ  of  error. 

Pleaded  for  the  Plaintiffs. — It  is  incumbent  on  persons 
claiming  a  bounty,  to  show  that  they  have  faithfully,  unequi- 
vocally, and  strictly  complied  with   the  conditions  upon 
which  the  bounty  is  given.    The  evidence  in  this  case  does 
not  prove  a  compliance,  in  point  of  law,  with  the  conditions 
prescribed  by  the  act  of  Parliament,  upon  which  the  action 
is  founded,  either  according  to  the  words  or  the  spirit  of 
that  act.    First,  as  to  the  words  of  the  act,  it  is  declared,       Sect.  2. 
that  the  decked  buss  or  vessel  shall  clear  out  of  someport^ 
and  shall  proceed  immediately  upon  the  said  fishery,  and 
shall  there  begin  and  continue  to  fish  for  the  space  of  three 
months,  unless  such  vessel  shall,  within  that  space^  return 
into  port  with   a  full  cargo.     By  the  Sd  section  of  the 
act,  no  person  shall  be  entitled  to  the  bounty  for  any  buss 
or  vessel  which  shall  not  proceed  directly  upon  the  said 
fishery,  ^om  that  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  to  which  such 
buss  or  vessel  shall  belong,  and  the  masters  and  owners 
shall  take  out  a  license  to  proceed  on  her  intended  voyage. 
The  words  also,  shall  continue  at  sea  for  three  months  clear, 
demonstrate  that  the  bounty  was  only  intended  to  such  ves- 
sels as  would  leave  their  own  port?,  and  fish  in  remote 
coasts  or  fishing  grounds.     As  to  the  spirit  of  the  act,  it  is 
equally  clear,  that  the  object  of  the  act  manifestly  was  to 
encourage  shipping  and  navigation,  and  for  breeding  up  a 
race  of  hardy  seamen ;  and  such  object  could  only  be  at* 
tained  by  means  of  these  vessels  proceeding  to  sea,  not  by 
keeping  them  moored  in  port,  but  by  going  to  sea  in  ves- 
sels, and  with  a  due  equipment  of  able  seamen,  so  as  to  enable 
them  to  make,  not  only  considerable  voyages,  but  also  to 
continue  at  sea  for  some  time.    A  mere  boat  fishery  is  plainly 
inadequate  to  this  end ;  and  it  is  for  this  reason  the  buss 
fishery  has  had  conferred  upon  it  the  bounty  in  question. 

TOL,  III.  2  P 
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1797.  Pleaded  for  the  Defendants. — It  is  admitted  by  the  plain- 
tiifd  in  error  that  the  defendants'  vessel  did  clear  out  of  the 


BDQAR,  &c.  port  of  Thnrso  for  the  said  fishery,  by  taking  and  reeeiving 
^'  .  from  the  Custom  House  the  necessary  papers  for  that  par- 
*  pose.  It  also  appears  from  the  evidence  in  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, that  the  said  buss  or  vessel  did  proceed  immedi- 
ately upon  the  said  fishery,  by  sending  her  boats  and  crew 
with  her  nets  to  fish,  which  is  the  invariable  mode  of  fialung 
for  herrings  upon  all  the  coasts  of  Scotland,  the  busses  in 
the  meantime  lying  in  harbours,  a-ground  or  afloat,  as  cir- 
cumstances may  require  or  admit ;  and,  on  the  coast  at 
Caithness,  which  is  extremely  dangerous,  busses  cannot  fish 
in  any  other  way.  That  this  practice  was  agreeable  to  the 
words  and  spirit  of  the  act,  and  as  such,  was  repeatedly 
sanctioned  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  and  the  different  officers 
of  customs  acting  under  them.  Indeed,  on  the  present  oeca* 
sion,  when  they  took  out  license  as  formerly,  they  had  not 
the  most  distant  hint  that  they  were  expected  to  follow  a 
different  mode  of  fishing  from  that  which  had  been  repeat- 
edly sanctioned  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

After  hearing  counsel,  to  argue  the  errors  assigned  in  thtf 
cause,  the  following  question  was  put  to  the  Judges : 

Whether,  upon  the  matter  stated  in  the  record,  the  plaintiff 
(defendant  in  error)  hath  shown  that  he  had  a  good  caose 
of  action,  to  recover  the  bounty  of  20s.  per  ton  given  by  the 
statute  made  in  the  26th  year  of  His  Majesty's  reign,  for  the 
more  effectual  encouragement  of  the  British  fisheries? 
Whereupon 

Thb  Lord  Chief  Baron  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  hav- 
ing conferred  with  the  rest  of  the  Judges  present  npon  the 
said  question,  delivered  their  unanimous  opinion  in  the  ne- 
gative. 

It  was  then 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  judgment  given  in  tiie 

Court  of  Exchequer  in  Scotland  be,  and  the  same  ie 

hereby  reversed. 

For  Plaintiffs  in  Error,  Sir  J.  Scott^  R.  DundaSf  J.  MUfard, 
For  Defendants  in  Error,   Wm.  Grant,   Wm.  Adam. 
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Thb  Governor  and  Company  of  Undertak-J 
ERS  for  Raising  Thames  Water  in  Tork-> 
Buildings,  .        .        .  ) 

Alexander  Mackenzie,  W.S.,        .        .  Respondent. 


1797. 


ERS  for  Raising  Thames  Water  in  Tork->  Appellants;    tor^buiij>- 

V. 
XACKENZIB. 


House  of  Lords,  14th  June  1797. 

REDUcnoN  OF  Sale  of  Estate — Interest  upon  Rents — Deduc* 
TioNS  for  Improvements — ^Expenses — Damages — Mala  Fide 
Possessor. — In  the  question  of  adjusting  accounts  between  the 
appellants  and  respondent,  under  the  judgment  of  the  House  of 
Lords,  the  respondent^  before  reconyeying  the  estate  of  Seton,  was 
held  entitled  to  claim,  1.  Expenses  of  making  up  his  titles.  2. 
The  expense  of  planting  shrubbery  and  trees.  3.  Expense  of 
building  the  mansion-house,  and  the  house  and  office  at  Port- 
Seton,  as  items  expended  beneficially  for  the  estate.  But  held 
that  Mr.  Mackenzie  was  not  liable  in  the  expenses  of  the  reduc« 
tion  incurred  to  the  appellants  in  the  circumstances  of  this  case 
-'—the  Court  below  having  exonered  him  of  all  fraud  in  the  trans- 
action, and  decided  in  his  farour  as  to  costs  of  the  proof. 

This  was  a  resume  of  the  case  between  the  appellants  and 
respondent,  (reported,  ante  p.  378). 

After  the  judgment  in  the  House  of  Lords,  the  respond- 
ent appealed,  by  petition  to  the  Court  of  Session,  to  have  the 
judgment  applied,  and  produced,  along  with  the  judgment, 
a  state  of  all  the  accounts  he  eonceived  to  be  necessary  for 
adjusting  the  balance.  In  the  accounts  so  exhibited,  the 
respondent,  besides  the  purchase  money  and  interest, 
charged  the  appellants  with  the  following  articles  :— 

1.  The  expense  of  completing  his  titles  to  the  estate  of 
Seton. 

2.  The  expense  of  boring  and  sinking  for  coal. 

3.  The  expense  of  building  a  house  and  offices  at  Port- 
Seton. 

4.  The  expense  of  erecting  a  mansion-house  on  the  estate, 
and  offices ;  and, 

5.  The  expense  of  improving  and  dressing  a  part  of  the 
grounds  contiguous  to  the  mansion-house,  and  planting 
trees  and  shrubs. 

And  as  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  directed  in- 
terest  to  be  computed  on  the  rents  and  profits  which  the 
respondent  had  received,  he  stated,  in  his  said  petition,  that 
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1797.       the  stipulated  terms  for  payment  of  the  rents  were  Hucb, 
that  the  last,  and  a  large  portion  of  each  year's  rent*  was 


^TnV^'^^"  P*y^^^®  ^°^y  **  Lammas,  {le.  2d  of  August),  of  the  follow- 
V.  ing  year ;  that  is,  of  the  rent  of  the  year  1779,  the  last  part 
MACKENZIE,  ^as  payaUo  at  Lammas  1780,  and  so  forth.  The  respond- 
ent suggested  to  the  Court  that  each  year's  rent  should 
be  held  to  have  been  on  hand  at  Martinmas  (11th  Novem- 
ber) of  the  subsequent  year,  and  that  five  per  cent,  interest 
should  be  charged  on  both  sides  of  the  account. 

The  respondent  farther  submitted  to  the  Court,  that  he 

was  entitled  to  a  commission  as  factor-fee  for  receiving  the 

rents  which  he  was  thus  going  to  account  for,  in  the  same 

way  that  the  appellants'  steward  would  have  done. 

Uth  and  18th     The  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor : — **  Find   that 

Nov.  1795.     ,,  jf  J,  M'Kenzie  must  be  liable  to  account  for  the  rents  at  the 

''  term  of  Martinmas  following  the  terms  of  payment  re- 

"  spectively,  and  repelled  the  objection  to  the  same :  Sus- 

'<  tain  the  objection  of  the  appellants  to  Mr.  M'Eenzie's 

''  charging  factor-fee  for  levying  the  rents  and  managing  the 

**  estate :  FindMr.M'Eenzie  entitled  to  charge  the  expense 

"  of  making  up  his  titles  to  the  estate,  and  repel  the  objection 

"  thereto ;  and  ordain  Mr.  M'Eenzie  to  give  in  quam  pru 

"  mumf  a  minute  or  condescendence,  with  respect  to  the 

'*  4th,  5th,  6th,  and  7th  articles  objected  to  by  the  Company, 

<'  and  therein  to  state  what  he  offers  to  prove  concemiog 

"  them." 

12th  and  18th     ^he  appellants  reclaimed  against  this  interlocutor,  in  so 

Dec.  1795.     far  as  it  allowed  the  expense  of  making  titles,  but  the  Court 

adhered. 

The  respondent  having  given  in  his  condescendence,  and 
considering  which  and  answers,  the  Court  pronounced  this 
interlocutor :  *'  Nominate  and  appoint  George  Steele,  over- 
Dec.  12,  1795.  «<  seer  of  the  late  Sir  Archibald  Hope's  coal-works,  to  exa- 
mine the  boring  and  sinking  for  coal  in  the  lands  and 
estate  of  Seton,  made  by  Mr.  Mackenzie,  with  the  depdi 
*'  and  lie  of  the  metals,  and  whether  or  not  it  had  been  pro- 
^^  perly  executed,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  and  to 
**  report  upon  oath,  with  power  to  the  said  George  Steele  to 
"  take  such  inform'ation  as  may  enable  him  to  form  his  opi- 
"  nion.  And  with  respect  to  the  mansion-house  of  Seton  and 
*'  the  shrubbery,  before  answer,  allow  a  proof  to  both  p«r- 
*'  ties  of  the  value  thereof,  and  how  far  they  are  to  be  con- 
**  sidered  permanent  benefits  to  the  estate :  And  also  of  the 
"  house  at  Port-Seton," 
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The  respondent  presented  another  petition,  stating  that,       1797. 
although,  by  the  terms  of  the  judgment  of  the  House  of 


Lords,  he  was  entitled  to  retain  possession  of  the  estate  till  ^^^jj^g  co!^' 
the  accounts  between  the  parties  should  be  settled,  at  t*. 
which  period  he  was  directed  to  divest  himself,  yet  as  he  "^c^^'^nzie. 
had  no  wish  to  retain  possession,  and  was  ready  to  divest 
himself  thereof,  provided  his  preferable  claim  to  the  rents, 
as  well  as  to  the  property,  in  satisfaction  of  his  claims,  was 
reserved;  and  therefore  praying  the  Court  to  sequestrate 
the  estate  of  Seton,  and  appoint  a  judicial  factor. 

Whereupon  the  Court  pronounced  an  interlocutor,  ap- Dec.  19,1795. 
pointing  Mr.  Archibald  Swinton,  W.  S.,  judicial  factor  upon 
the  estate  of  Seton. 

The  report  in  regard  to  the  expense  of  sinking  for  coal, 
and  the  value  of  the  mansion-house,  &c.  the  Court  pro- 
nounced this  interlocutor :  "  Kepel  the  charge  made  by  Mr.  lltb  and  15th 
"  Mackenzie  for  the  expense  of  boring  and  sinking  the  coal,  "°® 
*'  but  sustain  the  claim  made  for  the  expense  laid  out  in  in- 
*'  dosing  and  making  plantations,  and  a  shrubbery  adjacent 
"  to  the  mansion-house ;  also  for  the  money  laid  out 
"  in  building  the  house  at  Port-Seton,  and  the  mansion- 
**  house  of  Seton  and  o£Sces :  Find  him  entitled  to  the  full 
"  amount  of  these  outlays,  and  remitted  to  Mr.  Bremner 
**  accountant  to  adjust  the  accounts  betwixt  the  parties  upon 
''  the  data  of  this  interlocutor." 

The  accountant  having  reported  that  there  was  due  to 
the  respondent  as  at  Martinmas  1796,  the  sum  of  £26,017. 
4s.  lOyVd. 

Objections  having  been  given  in  to  this  report,  a  further  Dec.  17,1796. 
sum  of  £47.  7s.  4d.  was  added  to  the  sum  due  to  the  re- 
spondent.   Petitions  having  been  presented  by  both  parties, 
that  from  the  respondent  craving  the  Court  to  hold  the 
estate  to  be  irredeemable  unless  the  appellants  paid  the  sum  14th  and  15th 
found  due  to  him  on  a  precise  day ;  but  the  Court  adhered,   ^^c.  1796. 
of  these  dates. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
to  the  House  of  Lords  ;  1st.  Against  the  mode  fixed  by  the 
Court  of  calculating  the  interest  of  the  rents  received.  2d. 
Against  the  respondent's  claim  for  the  expense  of  making 
up  his  titles.  8d.  Against  the  expense  of  making  the 
shrubberies  and  the  building  of  two  houses,  in  respect  that 
these  were  not  laid  out  for  permanent  benefit  and  improvement 
of  the  estate.  4th,  As  to  the  appellants'  claim  for  damages 
on  account  of  the  difierent  leases  granted  by  the  defender 


XACKENZIE. 


683  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

1797.       QQ  iiiQ  estate.    5tb.  Against  seqaestrating  the    estate  of 
•  Seton  and  appointing  a  judicial  factor;  and,  6th.  As  to  the 

YORK  BUILD-  '       X       ^  i,   U    ^ 

iNGs  CO.     expenses  m  the  Court  below. 

^.  _  Pleaded  for  the  Appellants, — 1.  In  regard  to  the  interest 
on  the  rents,  this  ought  to  have  been  calculated  from  the 
dates  on  which  these  rents  were  received,  and  not  from  an 
arbitrary  period  fixed  by  the  Court  long  after  the  term  of 
payment.  2.  The  charge  for  completing  the  titles  was  a  bad 
charge,  and  ought  not  to  be  allowed,  the  more  especially  u 
your  Lordships,  in  the  former  case,  had  ordered  the  estates 
to  be  reconveyed  without  any  reservation  or  deduction  of 
this  kind.  8.  and  4.  These  charges  for  the  houses  built,  and 
shrubberies,  &c.  are  not  accurate ;  and  your  Lordships' 
judgment  only  allowed  such  deductions  as  are  actually  bud 
"  out  for  the  permanent  improvement  of  the  said  estate^" 
which  these  buildings  in  any  sense  cannot  be  considered  to 
be.  5.  The  sequestration  of  the  estate  and  rents  was  totally 
in  direct  contradiction  to  your  Lordships'  judgment,  which 
ordered  the  estate  of  Seton  to  be  reconveyed  to  the  appel- 
lants. Besides,  the  estate  was  not  bankrupt,  and  there  was 
no  necessity  for  this  step.  6.  and  7.  In  regard  to  the  da- 
mages  for  the  leases  and  the  expenses  of  process,  and  the 
whole  deductions  for  buildings  and  planting,  &c.  the  original 
transaction  being  unfair,  Mr.  Mackenzie  was  not  entitled  to 
claim  these.  Your  Lordships  found  that  he  was  inpetsiMM 
fide  in  taking  the  advantage  he  did,  and  so  therefore  cannot 
be  held  in  law  to  such  redress. 

Pleaded  by  the  Respondent. — I.  The  interest  of  the  xenti 
was  properly  calculated,  and  upon  a  principle  to  give  the 
appellants  the  utmost  advantage,  and  to  avoid  complexity 
and  confuoion,  which  would  have  resulted  from  cah 
it  in  any  other  way.  2.  The  charge  for  completing  the 
spondent's  titles  was  usefully  expended,  and  in  rem  v€r$am 
of  the  appellants.  3.  The  expenses  of  the  buildings  and 
other  improvements  was  decided  by  your  Lordships  in  the 
previous  appeal,  which  the  appellants  are  not  entitled  to 
question.  4.  It  was  quite  competent  and  proper,  in  the 
circumstances,  to  sequestrate  the  estate,  seeing  that  Vr. 
Mackenzie  had  refused  to  act,  and  resigned  his  office  of 
common  agent.  5.  In  regard  to  the  costs,  there  was  good 
ground,  or  at  least  a  probabilis  causa  litigaxidi  in  defend* 
ing  the  reduction.  The  respondent  had  two  judgments  of 
the  Court  in  his  favour,  and  the  last  interlocutor  expressly 
found  him  entitled  to  the  expenses  of  the  proof  led,  thopgh 
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not  to  any  other  expense.    He  ought  therefore  not  to  be       1797. 

held  liable  in  costs.   In  regard  to  the  damages  for  the  losses,    ■ 

the  same  judgment  below  found  him  exempt  from  the  ^®*'  Bniw>- 

lNOI(  CO 

charge  of  fraud.  Tour  Lordships  also  did  not  impute  fraud;  v, 
or  hold  that  the  acquisition  was  Toid  ab  initio,  otherwise  «ACK«NaiB. 
the  maxim  reaoluto  jure  dantis  resolvitur  jus  accipientis 
would  have  applied.  Therefore,  as  every  contract  made 
bona  fide  with  him,  as  proprietor  of  the  estate,  is  declared  to 
stand,  upon  the  same  principle  every  contract  he  made  with 
others  respecting  the  estates  bona  fide,  and  in  the  usual 
manner,  must  stand  good ;  and  there  having  been  a  proba- 
bills  causa  litigandi,  he  ought  therefore  not  to  be  found 
liable  in  damages.  And  in  respect  to  the  whole  objections, 
the  long  possession,  together  with  the  bona  fides  of  the  re- 
spondent, ought  to  be  held  a  sufficient  answer,  and  ought 
ako  to  entitle  him  to  pray,  as  he  did,  that  unless  the  appel- 
lants paid  the  balance  found  due  to  him  by  a  certain  day, 
the  estate  ought  to  be  held  irredeemably  in  his  possession. 

Lord  Chakcellor  Loughborough  said : — 
*'  My  Lords, 

^  I  do  not  at  present  rise  for  the  purpose  of  moving  jour  Lordships 
to  reverse  the  interlocutors  appealed  from  in  the  present  case. 

'*  In  the  originfd  question  which  came  before  this  House,  between 
the  same  parties,  many  different  opinions  might  have  been  formed ; 
the  interlocutors  of  the  Court  had  varied,  and  it  was  a  matter  of  deli* 
cacy,  and  deserving  of  much  consideration.  The  habits  of  the  Court, 
in  cases  of  a  similar  nature,  the  competency  of  a  common  agent  to 
purchase,  the  situation  of  Mr.  Mackenzie,  and  the  conduct  of  the 
York  Buildings  Co.,  taken  altogether,  involved  a  nice  case,  and  one 
of  considerable  difficulty. 

**  The  judgment  of  this  House  upon  it  is  amply  stated  ;  it  is  dis- 
tinct, and  careful  of  the  interests  of  either  party.  I  declared  my 
opinion  at  the  time,  that  it  would  put  a  stop  to  future  litigation  on 
the  subject;  but  I  have  been  a  false  prophet,  as  the  large  bundle  of 
printed  papers  in  the  subsequent  litigation  now  before  me  sufficiently 
testifies. 

^'  There  are  a  number  of  different  points  taken  up  by  the  appel- 
lants in  the  present  appeal.  But  there  is  an  exception  taken  to  a 
rule  adopted  by  the  Court,  in  their  interlocutor  of  14th  November 
1795,  with  regard  to  charging  interest  for  the  rents  received  by  Mr. 
Mackenzie  at  the  term  of  Martinmas  following  the  terms  of  payment 
of  the  same.  But  as  to  this  point  the  interlocutor  was  fully  acquiesced 
in  by  the  appellants,  they  specifically  reclaimed  against  another  part 
of  that  interlocutor,  but  not  against  that  now  in  question.     It  is 
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1797.        true,  the  rnle  adopted  by  the  Court  with  regard  to  the  tennt  cf 
Martinmas  was  taken  up  arbitrarily,  and  was  not  aocording  to  the 


YORK  BUILD-  torms  of  the  judgment  of  this  House.   It  is  a  fact  well  known,  how- 
IN08  CO.     ^^gy^  ^^^^  £jj  ji^^j  p^  ^f  ^^  country,  the  rent  of  the  year  1796  is 

KAcKBNZiE.  ^^^  payable  till  17^79  the  year  after ;  and  the  rent  eren  then  payable 
at  four  different  terms.  I  am  afraid,  too,  that  in  Scotland  as  weQ 
as  perhaps  in  this  country,  the  rent  is  not  always  paid  when  it  be- 
comes payable.  To  haye  gone  with  accuracy  into  eyeiy  term's  rent 
would  haye  been  extremely  difficult.  The  Court  therefore  arbitrarily 
go  into  one  term.  As  this  was  different  &om  the  directions  of  the 
judgment  of  this  House,  if  it  had  not  been  acquiesced  in  bj  the 
parties,  I  should  haye  found  some  difficulty  in  departing  fiom  Hot 
judgment. 

'*'  Afterwards,  the  matter  went  to  an  accountant,  on  the  footiiigof 
this  interlocutor,  with  a  long  account  of  Dr.  and  Cr.  And 
ingly  the  accountant  made  up  his  report,  without  preyious  obji 
by  the  appellants.  In  a  court  of  equity  in  this  country,  in  the  Oomt 
of  Chancery,  if  an  account  was  referred  to  a  Master  to  be  made  up  in 
a  certain  form,  the  mode  of  accounting  must  be  objected  to  before  the 
account  is  made  up,  and  cannot  be  done  afterwards. 

'^  2d.  The  appellants  make  an  objection  to  a  sum  of  £79,  dained 
by  the  respondent  for  making  up  his  title  to  the  estate.  A  consider- 
able part  of  that  expense  will  not  be  needed  again.  Whoerer  makes 
up  a  title  in  future,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  take  it  up  by  decree 
of  the  Court.  But  a  complete  answer  to  this  objection  is,  that  at  the 
time  of  Mr.  Mackenzie's  purchasing,  there  was  no  objection  taken  to 
him,  and  he  was  under  a  necessity  of  making  up  a  tide*  Perh^w  by 
application  to  the  Court  he  might  haye  remoyed  tenants,  bat  tbcfe 
were  many  other  things  to  be  done«  In  the  then  condition  of  the 
estate,  it  was  yery  inconyeniently  diyided ;  part  of  it  lay  in  mmi^ 
and  in  links,  part  of  it  was  possessed  by  rentallers,  who  have  a  sort 
of  permanent  interest.  He  must  haye  made  up  titles  to  new  model 
these  parts  of  the  estate  ;  and  he  could  not  otherwise  have  settled 
with  those  possessors.  The  first  step  was  to  make  up  a  legal  title, 
and,  in  so  doing,  he  acted  for  the  adyantage  of  the  estate.  That  ex- 
pense was  particularly  beneficial. 

"  3d.  The  appellants  take  exception  to  the  sums  allowed  to  Mr. 
Mackenzie  for  building  the  mansion-house  and  the  house  at  Setosi, 
and  for  making  the  plantations  on  the  estate.  It  would  be  singular 
indeed  if  these  were  to  be  deemed  no  permanent  improyemenL  It 
is  not  according  to  the  fancy  of  the  owner  or  of  the  builder,  that  the 
improyement  upon  the  estate  is  to  be  estimated  ;  but  it  cannot  be 
said,  that  these  are  no  improyements.  The  only  question  is  t&e 
quantum.  The  questions  put  to  the  witnesses  on  this  subject  aema 
to  haye  been  uncommonly  idle,  (here  his  tiordship  read  some  of 
those  put  to  the  surveyor.)    If  it  had  been  referred  to  a  jmy,  the 
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proper  qaeBtion  would  haye  been,  whether  or  not  the  buildings  were        1797. 
proper  for  the  estate  ?  


"  Before  Mr.  Mackenzie  thought  of  building,  he  had  been  un-  york  bdilo- 
doubted  proprietor  of  the  estate  for  seyeral  years,  and  which  he     ^*°*  ^*^- 
thought  his  own.     The  surreyors  also  estimate  the  value  of  the  hackenzib. 
erection  to  be  more  than  what  was  paid  for  them.    But  whether 
the  house  would  weigh  more  in  the  sale  of  the  estate  than  the  ex- 
pense  of  the  erection;  Or,  if  it  was  sold  separately,  what  price  it  would 
bring,  are  mere  matter  of  speculation.     If  the  house  was  proper  for 
the  estate,  no  other  mode  could  be  taken  than  what  the  Court  has 
adopted  in  the  present  case. 

«<  Li  judicial  sales  in  Scotland,  it  is  always  the  practice  to  put  a 
specific  Talue  on  a  mansion-house.     In  a  case  lately  before  your  Vide  Ante 
Lordships,  a  house  was  valued  (Cuhfoss  Abbey)  at  so  much  per  square  Earl  of  Dun- 
yard,  or  so  much  per  cubic  foot.  donald  v. 

"  The  other  articles  in  the  present  appeal  are  consequential  upon  othS8^pS28. 
the  dispute.  *    ' 

"  The  appellants  claim  their  costs  in  the  former  action  of  reduction : 
but  that  cause  was  twice  determined  in  the  Court  below  in  Mr. 
Mackenzie's  favour;  and  when  the  Court  were  against  him  in  one 
interlocutor  they  still  decided  in  his  fieivour  as  to  costs.  It  was  ex- 
travagant to  suppose  they  were  going  to  give  costs  against  a  party 
whose  claims  they  had  twice  sustained. 

''  They  claim  damages  on  account  of  the  leases  let  by  the  respon- 
dent, but  their  demand  upon  this  point  is  totally  wild  and  groundless. 
These  leases  are  let  for  a  prodigious  rent,  and  veiy  much  for  the  ad- 
vantage of  the  Company.  When  the  appellant  entered  into  the  pos- 
session the  yearly  rent  amounted  to  ,  and  when  he  left  it,  the 
rent  had  increased  to  upwards  of  £1300. 

*'  The  Company  also  appeal  against  an  interlocutor  pronounced  by 
the  Court,  refusing  a  petition  of  Mr.  Mackenzie  in  hoc  statu^  which 
prayed  to  have  his  elaimspaid  against  a  certain  day,  or  that  the  estate 
should  otherwise  be  adjnged  to  belong  to  him.  It  does  not  appear 
to  me  that  the  Company  had  any  reason  to  appeal  from  this  interlocu- 
tor, whatever  reason  Mr.  Mackenzie  might  have.  They,  however 
have  thought  proper  to  add  this  to  the  other  items  of  their  appeal. 

<*  To  conclude,  there  appears  to  have  been  so  much  perverse  liti« 
gation  in  this  business,  that  it  Tnll  be  a  proper  example  to  affirm  the 
interlocutors  with  some  costs  against  the  Company.  If  the  appeal  had 
been  singly  with  regard  to  the  erections  and  improvements,  I  would 
have  given  no  costs ;  that  was  a  fisiir  point  for  Utigation :  I  therefore 
do  not  think  proper  to  go  to  the  full  extent  of  your  powers  on  this 
occasion ;  but  I  shall  move  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed  with 
£100  costs." 

Accordingly,  it  was 
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1797.  Ordered  and  adjadged  that  the  interlocators  coraplamed 

-— -^  of  be  affirmed,  with  £100  coats. 
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iNos  CO.         For  the  Appellants,  R.  DundaSf  J.  Mansfield^  John  Clerk. 
BEEXMEB,  &c.     ^^^  ^^^  Respondont,  Sir  John  Scottj  Wm.  Tail. 


Thb  Governor  &  Company  of  Undertakers^ 

for  Raising  the  Thames  Water  in  York>  Appellants; 
*  Buildings,  .  .  .  ) 

James  Brbmner,  Writer  to  the  Signet  in*| 
Edinburgh,  Common  Agent  in  the  sale  of  I 
the    York   Buildings    Company,    Jambs  r  Respondents' 
Forbes,  the  Heirs  of  the  Rev.  Dr.  Ford jce,  I 
and  Thomas  Plas^btt,        .         .  J 

House  of  Lords,  19th  June  1797. 

This  was  a  petition  and  complaint  for  the  removal  of  a 
common  agent,  in  the  following  circumst&ncss,  and  ako 
against  the  judicial  sale  ordered  bj  the  Court,  of  the  estates 
of  Seton. 

The  York  Buildings  Company's  estates  became  the  sub- 
ject of  a  ranking  and  sale ;  and  afterwards  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment was  passed  for  selling  off  the  estates,  and  otherwise 
winding  up  the  concern.  This  act  gave  power,  without 
waiting  the  conclusion  of  the  ranking  of  the  creditors,  to 
sell  the  whole  lands  belonging  to  the  Company  in  Scoibuid, 
at  the  suit  and  application  of  any  party  having  interest,  «ai- 
powering  the  Court  of  Session  to  give  decree  of  sale  is 
favour  of  the  purchasers,  in  the  same  manner,  and  under 
the  same  laws  and  regulations  respecting  the  sale  of  bank- 
rupt estates. 

It  was  alleged  by  the  appellants,  that  in  consequence  of 
these  sales,  a  fund  arose  which  greatly  exceeded  their  debts  ; 
but,  in  consequence  of  the  irregularity  and  mismanagement 
of  the  common  agents  on  the  estates,  this  fund,  which,  after 
paying  their  creditors  in  full,  would  have  left  a  reversion  of 
£10,000  for  them  to  receive,  had  been  entirely  wasted  and 
consumed. 

It  was  further  stated,  that  Mr.  Mackenzie  had  been  at 
first  appointed  common  agent ;  but,  upon  his  purchase  of 
part  of  the  estates  of  the  Company,  and  the  proceedings 
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conseqaent  thereon,  to  redace  the  sale,  he  resigned  his  office      1797. 
of  common  agent,  and  Mr.  Scott,  W.  S.  was  thereupon  ap- 


pointed in  his  place.  ^°**  build- 

It  was  further  stated,  that  by  the  judgment  in  the  House  v. 
of  Lords  in  the  case  with  Mr.  Mackenzie,  the  sale  to  him  bbbunbb,  &c. 
was  not  only  set  aside,  but  it  was  also  ordered,  that  Mr. 
Mackenzie,  on  receiving  payment  of  what  was  due  to  him 
for  his  reimbursements,  was  to  reconvey  the  estates  to  the 
Company,  subject  to  the  several  claims  of  the  creditors  still 
remaining  unpaid.  But  in  place  of  giving  effect  to  this 
judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords,  the  Court  of  Session,  in  the 
remit  made  to  them,  ordered  the  estate  to  be  sold  under  a 
bankruptcy.  In  particular,  on  petition  of  Mr.  Mackenzie, 
stating  that  he  would  no  longer  continue  the  management 
of  the  estate,  and  praying  the  Court  to  sequestrate  the  same 
and  appoint  a  factor,  Mr.  Bremner  appeared,  and  adopted 
this  petition,  and  also  separately  petitioned  the  Court  to  se- 
questrate. 

The  Court,  of  this  date,  sequestrated  the  estates  of  SetouFeb.  13,1796. 
accordingly,  and  continued  Mr.  Archibald  Swinton,  W.  S. 
factor  on  the  sequestrated  estates  of  Seton. 

The  Court  thereafter  "  found  it  proTon  that  the  present  Jnlj  6,  1796. 
rental  of  the  whole  lands,  teinds,  and  other  subjects  under 
sale,  amounts  to  £1326.  128.  2-^d.  Sterling,  deducting 
'*  £10.  78. 11-^.  of  public  burdens,  which  falls  to  be  de- 
**  ducted  from  the  said  rental.  Find  that  the  value  thereof, 
**  and  of  the  house  at  Fort- Seton,  according  to  the  several 
**  rents  mentioned,  on  the  said  first  view  would  extend  to  the 
«'  sum  of  £37,963. 13s.  lOd.  Find  that  the  common  debtors 
*'  are  bankrupt,  and  their  creditors  in  possession  of  their 
**  estates  :  Find  it  proven,  that  on  the  supposition  that  the 
^*  leases,  (excepting  Thorntree  Mains),  expire  in  a  short 
''  time,  the  said  lands  might  yield  a  gross  rental  of  £1876. 6s. 
**  4d.  &c. ;  and  ordain  the  lands  to  be  exposed  by  public  roup, 
^  in  one  lot,  at  the  upset  price  of  £47,000,  on  the  day  of 
**  next  to  come."    On  reclaiming  petition  the  Court 

adhered.  Nov.  26, 

It  was  farther  stated,  that  on  the  resignation  of  Mr.  Mac- 
kenzie as  common  agent,  the  Court,  sensible  of  the  right 
the  appellants  had,  did,  on  petition  presented  to  them,  re- 
cognise the  Company's  right  and  interest  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  estates  of  Seton,  and  had  pronounced  this  inter- 
locutor :  "  In  respect  of  the  particular  circumstances  of  this  5th  and  llth 
"  case,  found  that  the  creditors  have  no  right  to  name  the^*'^^  *^®^* 
**  common  agent,  but  that  the  right  is  in  the  Company,  and 
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1797.       *'  appointed  them  against  Tuesday  next  to  appoint  a  penon." 
The  appellants  thereafter  haying  recommended  Mr.  Scott, 


YORK  BUILD-  W.  S.  tho  Court,  upon  the  11th  March  1789,  nominated  and 
iNos  CO.     appointed  him  to  be  common  agent.    But  the  above  int^r- 

BBBKNSB,  &c.locutor  of  5th  March,  finding  the  right  in  the  Company  to 
name  the  common  agent,  was  afterwards  corrected  vheOi  on 
the  resignation  of  Mr.  Scott  in  1791,  the  Company  named 
Mr.  Bremner  as  Mr.  Scott's  successor.  By  an  interlocator 
of  March  1792,  the  Court,  recurring  back  to  the  above  inter- 
locutor, and  stating  it  to  have  been  worded  in  mistake,  held 

Mar.  9,  1792.  that  the  appointment  of  the  common  agent  in  this  case  wis 
in  the  Court,  and  that  Mr.  Bremner  derived  his  appointment 
from  the  Court  alone.  The  appellants  further  stated,  that 
this  latter  judgment  was  erroneous — that  there  was  no 
pending  ranking  and  sale — that  by  the  ranking  and  sale  that 
formerly  was  in  pendance,  their  estates  had  been  sold  at  im- 
mense undervalues,  and  that  as  the  House  of  Lords  had  au- 
thorized these  estates  of  Seton  to  be  conyeyed  to  them, 
they  had  an  interest  to  prevent  such  proceedings  again,  and 
therefore  that  judicial  sale  ordered  by  the  Court  was  incom- 
petent. 

The  petition  and  complaint,  besides  alleging  these  irre- 
gularities, alleged  further  irregularities  against  Mr.  Bremner, 
the  present  common  agent,  in  so  far  as  the  estate  was  fie> 
riously  injured,  and  the  funds  wasted,  by  his  proceedings. 
In  particular,  it  was  alleged  that  Mr.  Bremner  had  given  in 
states  of  the  claims  to  the  Court,  magnifying  greatly  the 
amount  of  the  debts  against  the  estate  beyond  the  reil 
amount,  so  as  to  give  an  appearance  of  bankruptcy,  and 
praying  to  have  him  removed  from  the  office  of  common 
agent,  and  to  appoint  another,  to  be  named  by  the  peti- 
tioners. It  farther  prayed  the  Court  to  delay  ihe  sale  of 
the  Seton  estates  advertised  by  Mr.  Bremner. 

Dec.  2,  1796.     Fending  the  discussion,  the  Court  adjourned  the  sale  in 

Dec  15, the  meantime.  In  the  course  of  this  discussion  the  appel- 
lants contended,  1st.  That  the  act  17th  of  his  Majesty  above 
mentioned  does  not,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
authorize  the  Court  to  proceed  in  the  sale  of  Seton.  2d. 
That  there  was  no  proper  or  regular  process  of  ranking  and 
sale  in  dependence,  in  which  it  is  competent  hoc  statti  to 
insist  in  the  sale  of  Seton  ;  and,  3d.  That  Mr.  Bremner 
ought,  in  the  circumstances,  to  be  removed  from  his  office. 
Mr.  Bremner  gave  in  replies,  along  with  three  other  credi- 
tors who  concurred  with  him,  contending  for  the  contraiy 
of  these  propositions. 
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Thereupon  the  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor: 1797. 

"  Remit  to  this  week's  Ordinary  on  the  Bills  to  adjourn  the 


4€ 


'*  roup  and  sale  of  the  first  and  second  lots  of  the  lands  and  ^^^^  ""^^' 
"  barony  of  Seton,  till  Thursday  the  16th  day  of  February      '^^».  ^^* 
*'  next,   and   appoint  the  same  to  proceed   on  that  day :  ■'**mnkb,  &c. 
"  Find  the  charges  exhibited  against  the  common   agent  ^^^'  ^^'  *^^^' 
groundless  and  injurious ;  therefore  find  the  York  Build- 
ings Company  liable  in  the  expenses  of  this  part  of  the 
litigation ;  and  appoint  an  account  thereof  to  be  given 
*'  into  Court ;  and  refuse  the  desire  of  the  petition,  replies, 
"  and  minute,  quoad  ultra.^* 

Against    these   interlocutors   the  present    appeal  was 
brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellante. — That  the  whole  proceedings 
in  the  ranking  and  sale  following  the  judgment  of  the  House 
of  Lords  in  the  case  with  M'Kenzie  were  irregular  and  in- 
competent, because  the  House  of  Lords  having  set  aside  the 
sale  in  the  manner  expressed  in  the  judgment,  and  having 
thereby  ordered  and  adjudged  that  Mr.  Mackenzie  do,  on 
receiving  payment  of  what  was  due  to  him,  reconvey  he 
estates  of  Seton  to  the  appellants,  the  York  Buildings 
Company^  subject  to  the  demands  of  their  creditors  then 
unpaid ;  and  having  also  remitted  the  cause  back  to  the 
Court  of  Session,  that  the  said  Court  might  "  give  all  neces- 
sarg  and  proper  directions  for  carrying  the  judgment  into 
execution  f  the  meaning  of  the  said  judgment  and  remit 
by  the  House  of  Lords  was  so  express  as  totally  to  exclude 
all  construction  and  interpretation.  But  by  the  proceedings 
adopted  under  the  remit  above  set  forth,  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion have  now  made  it  impracticable  for  Mr.  Mackenzie  to 
grant  the  conveyance  directed  to  be  executed  by  him,  and 
have  also  thrown  insuperable  difliculties  in  the  way  of  settle- 
ing  with  him  his  embursements,  which  is  the  condition  only 
upon  which  he  is  ordered  to  reconvey  the  estate.  This  has 
been  brought  about  by  the  Court  of  Session  ordering  the 
estates  to  be  sold  by  a  form  of  process  unknown  in  the  law 
of  Scotland,  and  by  which  the  purchaser  cannot  have  a  good 
tide,  although  he  may  attain  possession  of  the  estate,  and 
hold  the  price  at  the  same  time.  The  consequence  of  which 
necessarily  is,  to  involve  the  appellants  in  an  useless  and 
expensive  litigation,  by  which  the  reversion  of  the  price  is 
swallowed  up,  or  the  right  to  such  reversion  lost  alto- 
gether. 

It  was  further  incompetent  for  the  Court  of  Session  to  pro- 
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1797.       ceed  in  selling  these  estates  as  they  did  under  the  act  1777, 
because  this  act  was  long  since  at  an  end,  and  of  no  force ; 


^*t!.«-"r"*"  by  the  selling  of  these  estates  of  Seton  to  Mr.  Mackenzie, 

ING8  CO.  •'  .  .  .  •  ^    1. 

V,  and  with  the  price  paying  all  the  remaining  creditors  of  the 

BREMNEB,  &c.  Gompany  their  debts,  the  purposes  of  the  act  were  at  an 
end,  and  the  Company  had  only  to  receive  the  reversion, 
the  present  creditors,  or  pretended  creditors,  Messrs.  For- 
dyce  and  Plaskett,  having  no  claim  whatever  on  the  Com- 
pany. The  act  of  Parliament  was  passed  to  facilitate  the 
payment  of  the  creditors.  So  soon,  therefore,  as  these  were 
all  discharged,  the  act  necessarily  fell  to  the  ground,  and 
was  at  end ;  and,  therefore,  the  estate  of  Seton,  when  sold 
the  second  time,  cannot  be  considered  as  sold  under  the  aet 
of  Parliament.  But  even  supposing  it  was  still  subsisting^ 
the  act  of  Parliament  does  not  authorise  the  Lords  of  Ses- 
sion to  sell  the  Company's  estates  except  at  the  suit  of 
*'  persons  having  interest,'*  But  as  there  are  no  peraons 
having  a  legal  interest,  and  as  the  present  pretended  credi- 
tors have  none,  there  was  no  authority  whatever  for  the 
sale.  Besides,  the  title  was  in  Mr.  Mackenzie,  and  not  in 
the  York  Buildings  Company,  and  therefore  it  was  not  at 
the  moment  a  competent  subject  for  21,  judicial  sale  as  the 
property  of  the  York  Buildings  Company. 

Then,  as  to  the  common  agent,  Mr.  Bremner  was  never  le- 
gally appointed  common  agent  in  the  ranking  and  sale.  A 
common  agent  is  a  person  elected  by  the  majority  of  the  cre- 
ditors, and  approved  of  by  the  Court,  according  to  the  known 
forms  provided  therein.  Here,  at  the  time,  there  were  no 
creditors  to  elect.  He  was  therefore  originally  named  by 
the  appellants,  and  received  by  the  Court,  and  consequently 
to  be  viewed  as  their  agent,  whom  they  are  entitled  to  dis- 
miss, as  well  as  to  appoint.  The  old  process  of  ranking  and 
sale  was  also  at  an  end,  so  that  there  was  nothing  which 
entitled  tho  Court  to  resort  to  the  proceeding  followed  forth 
by  the  common  agent.  But  supposing  his  appointment  to  be 
valid,  yet  still  the  common  agent  has  so  conducted  himself  in 
these  proceedings  as  to  call  for  his  dismissal,  because  it  is 
the  duty  of  a  common  agent  to  attend  chiefly  to  the  interest 
of  the  common  debtor,  to  preserve  the  fund,  and  to  take 
care  that  all  objections  be  stated  to  every  claim  of  debt  that 
is  not  duly  supported.  He  is  more  imperatively  bound  to 
thiSf  because  the  common  debtor  being  made  bankrupt,  is 
presumed  in  law  to  have  no  funds,  and  therefore  is  pre- 
vented from  attending  to  his  own  interest.    But  in  jdaee  of 
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this,  the  commoa  agent  has  done  every  thing  in  his  power       1797- 

to  injure  the  appellants'  right.    His  object  all  along  was  to    ' ' 

perpetuate  the  proceedings,  and  with  this  view  to  magnify  ^^^fj^' c^ 
a  list  of  the  debts,  without  discriminating,  as  was  his  duty,         v. 
whether  these  were  good  or  valid  debts,  or  were  such  as  b^mmbb,  &c- 
were  totally  unsupported  and  objectionable.    Mr.  Bremner 
ought  therefore  to  be  removed ;  and,  in  the  circumstancesy 
where  it  is  apparent  that  there  will  be  a  reversion,  the  ob- 
vious and  usual  course  is  to  allow  the  common  debtors  access 
to  the  estate,  so  that  they  may  avail  themselves  of  that 
fund,  and  attend  to  their  interest  in  regard  to  unfounded 
claims  wished  to  be  ranked  upon  it. 

Pleaded  far  the  Respondents. — In  regard  to  the  compe- 
tency of  the  sale,  the  act  obtained  by  the  York  Buildings 
Company  for  expediting  the  sale  of  their  estates,  proceeds 
on  the  narrative,  that  the  said  Company's  estates  have  long 
since  been  insolvent,  and  that  *'  the  lands  and  estates  of  the 
said  Company,  which  have  been  long  neglected  and  un- 
''  cultivated,  while  remaining  in  the  hands  of  an  insolvent 
company,  will,  by  being  transferred  to  purchasers,  be 
improved  to  the  benefit  of  the  public." 
And  further,  '^  that  the  Judges  of  the  said  Court  of  Ses- 
sion shall,  and  are  hereby  directed  to  proceed  to  the  sale 
**  of  the  said  estates,  and  in  the  ranking  and  classing  of  the 
**  creditors,  and  dividing  the  price  in  the  same  manner  and 
'*  form  as  is  laid  down  in  the  several  laws  and  regulations 
*'  of  the  Court  respecting  the  sale  of  bankrupt  estates.'' 
While  this  act  remained  unrepealed,  the  duty  of  the  Court 
of  Session  und^r  it  was  clear  and  obvious ;  and  so  long  as 
a  single  creditor  remained  in  the  field,  the  Court  was  bound  to 
proceed  with  the  sales  of  the  estates,  and  division  of  the 
price,  until  the  whole  lands  were  sold,  and  the  whole  fund 
divided.  The  application,  therefore,  made  by  the  common 
agent  in  January  1796,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute,  was  per- 
fectly regular  and  competent.  Even  at  common  law,  and  by 
the  general  statutes  respecting  sales  of  bankrupt  estates,  a 
Bale  of  part  of  the  lands  being  reduced,  the  lands  fall  back 
into  the  situation  in  which  they  were  before,  and  may  and 
must  be  sold  judicially  under  the  original  process  of  sale, 
at  the  requisition  of  any  creditor  or  creditors  remaining  un- 
paid ;  and  the  terms  of  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords 
show  that  it  was  the  intention  that  the  rights  of  creditors 
should  be  secure ;  and  the  Company  themselves  were  at  first 
approvers  of  the  sale.  In  reference  to  the  removal  of  the 


it 
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^797.       common  agent,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  he  is  responsible 
"'  for  his  faithfully  discharging  his  duty.    He  comes  in  place 

^  M5G8*co!*^"  ^f  ***®  bankrupts.    He  acts,  having  both  tlteir  interest  and 
V,  the  interest  of  the  creditors  to  attend  to.     But  in  such  ease 

BEBMNSB,  &c.  ^jj^  jaw  Will  uot  allow  of  the  interference  of  the  common 
debtor.  It  may  be  truOi  where  the  common  debtor  can  show 
some  reasonable  prospect  of  reversion,  his  interference  in 
the  appointment  of  the  common  agent  may  be  allowed. 
But,  in  order  to  entitle  them  to  this  right,  they  would  have 
to  show  that  they  are  not  bankrupt,  and  above  all,  to  prove 
some  specific  charge  against  the  common  agent,  in  order  to 
entitle  him  to  be  removed.  Nothing  of  this  kind  has  been 
done ;  the  assertions  as  to  his  raising  up  the  amount  of 
debts,  so  as  to  give  an  appearance  of  bankruptcy,  being  un- 
founded ;  and  the  Court  have  justly  held,  that  as  he  derived 
his  appointment  alone  from  it,  he  was  responsible  to  tlie 
Court  alone. 

After  hearing  counsel, 

Lord  Chancbllor  Louohborouoh  said, 

"  My  Lords, 

*'  It  appears  to  me  that  the  interlocutor  of  the  Court  of  Session^  of 
March  17^^)  which  b  not  appealed  from,  is  a  complete  answer  to 
the  whole  of  the  argument  used  for  the  appellants  in  this  questioiL 
If  that  interlocutor  be  to  stand,  the  whole  subsequent  proceedings 
held  in  consequence  of  it  must  stand  likewise.  I  have  a  great  re- 
spect for  the  opinion  of  several  persons  whose  names  are  signed  to  tiie 
appellants'  case,  and  who  must  have  recommended  the  appeal  as  ad- 
visable ;  but,  upon  the  ground  of  that  interlocutor,  I  am  of  opinion 
it  must  go  for  nothing.  There  has  been,  however,  so  much  abuse 
bestowed  upon  the  Court  of  Session  on  the  part  of  the  appellants^ 
that  I  think  it  calls  for  some  particular  notice  £rom  your  Lordships. 

**  If  there  be  any  real  reversion  to  be  expected  by  the  Yock 
Buildings  Company,  I  am  astonished  to  see  so  much  powder  and 
shot  thrown  away  in  their  afiairs.  In  all  the  steps  taken^  prepaia* 
toiy  to  the  sale  of  Seton,  the  Company  assisted  Mr.  Bremner  with 
their  advice;  the  upset  price  was  proposed  by  them  through  the 
medium  of  Mr.  Bremner,  and  they  were  not  to  interfere  £ullier  in 
that  measure.  But  their  conduct  since  has  been  totally  altered; 
they  have  appealed  from  all  the  interlocutors  of  the  Court  of  Sessiaa 
within  the  time  limited  for  appeab  by  the  order  of  this  House,  and 
that  by  the  lump,  and,  in  several  instances,  without  gravawdme  on 
their  part. 

'^It  is  gravely  stated  in  their  case,  that  the  former  judgment  cf 
this  House,  in  their  appeal  with  Mackenzie,  has  been  so  nnhappilf 
conceived,  that  it  cannot  be  caiiied  into  effect  consistently  with  ^ 
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hw  of  Scotland;  and  we  are  told,  that  it  is  the  opinion  of  great       1797. 

names,  that  under  that  judgment  no  title  can  he  made  to  a  purchaser.    ■ 

I  shall  Tery  much  lament  to  find  that  the  Court  of  Session  cannot  ^o»^  boild- 

cany  it  into  effect.    But  we  must  not  hare  private  opinions  set  up  ^^ 

in  opposition  to  that  judgment.  bbbhneb,  &c* 

^  Upon  these  considerations,  I  shall  move  that  the  interlocutor  in 
this  case  be  affirmed^  with  £100  costs." 

It  was  accordingly 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocatora  complained  of 
be  affirmed,  with  £100  costs. 

For  Appellant,    Sir  John  Scott^  -B.  Dundas,  J.  Mansfield, 

John  Clerk. 

For  Respondents,  J.  Anatruther,  Mat.  Ross,  D.  Monypenny. 


The  Governor  and  Company  of  Under-^ 

TAKERS  for  raising  the  Thames  Water  in?-  Appellants ; 
York  Buildings,       ....        3 

Jambs  Bremner,  Writer  in  Edinburgh,  Respondent. 

House  of  Lords,  19th  June  1797. 

Expenses — ^Baneino  and  Sale — The  common  agent  having  ap- 
plied to  the  Court  for  a  warrant  for  £1000  out  of  the  York 
Buildings  Co.'s  funds,  to  defray  the  expenses  incurred,  and  to  he 
incurred,  in  the  preceding  causes,  pending  the  appeal  of  the  judg- 
ments therein,  the  Court  granted  warrant  accordingly,  and,  on 
appeal,  this  order  of  the  Court  was  affirmed. 

In  the  course  of  the  proceedings  which  issued  in  the  two 
preceding  appeals,  it  has  been  seen  that  Mr.  Bremner,  the 
respondent,  was  appointed  common  agent  in  the  ranking 
and  sale,  in  room  of  Mr.  Scott,  who  resigned. 

The  respondent,  as  common  agent,  gave  in  a  petition, 
praying  the  Court  to  issue  an  order,  to  pay  out  of  the 
funds  of  the  estate  the  sum  of  £1000.  on  account  of  costs 
incurred  in  the  Court  of  Session,  and  to  be  incurred  in  dis- 
cussing the  preceding  appeal. 

The  answer  made  by  the  appellants  was.  That  they  had 
appealed  against  the  interlocutors  of  the  Court  in  these 

TOLr.  III.  2  Q 
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1797.      proceedings ;  and  that  every  question  was  now  brfore  yoor 
Lordships,  and,  among  the  rest,  the  question.  Whether  Mr. 


YORK  BcriLD.  firemner  should  be  entitled  to  draw  out  of  their  fondfl  any 
V.  part  of  the  expense  he  had  incurred,  or  should  incur  In  tlM 

BRBMNBit,  &c.  business  ? 

Mar.  111797  '^^^  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor: — "TheLordB 
"  recall  the  warrant  formerly  granted  upon  the  treasurer  of 
<<  the  Bank  of  Scotland,  and  grant  warrant  to  and  authonie 
*'  and  ordain  Mr.  Archibald  Swinton,  factor  upon  theseqnei- 
**  trated  estate  of  Seton,  out  of  the  rents  of  said  estate  in 
''  his  hands,  to  make  payment  to  the  petitioner,  Mr.  Brem- 
"  ner^  of  the  sum  of  one  thousand  pounds,  sterling,  a  pio- 
'*  per  receipt  being  granted  for  the  same,  and  decem." 

Against  this  interloculior  the  present  appeal  was  fanni||^ 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Pleaded  for  the   Appellants. — ^When  an  appeal  to  jour 
Lordships  against  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Seasioa  v 
served  upon  the  party,  it  has  the  effect  to  stay  execution  of 
^  the  sentence  till  the  appeal  be  either  discussed  or  vidh 

drawn.  The  reason  being,  that  nothing  ought  to  be  done 
prejudicial  to  the  question  before  your  Lordships,  or  wbidi 
may  have  the  effect  to  deprive  the  appellant  of  the  foil 
redress  which  he  seeks  by  appeaL  And  it  is  even  hdd, 
that  by  appealing,  the  whole  cause  is  brought  before 
your  Lordships,  and  removed  entirely  from  the  juriadictaoa 
of  the  Court  of  Session.  And  the  only  exception  to  tlitf 
rule  was  introduced  by  the  late  Scots  Bankrupt  Act,  33 
Geo.  IIL,  c.  74,  §  55|  in  regard  to  ranking  and  sides,  whkh 
exception  has  reference  to  the  competency  of  the  Court,  not- 
withstanding appeal^  to  make  such  orders  as  may  be  neoea* 
sary  to  prevent  the  funds  "  from  being  embezzled,  seoeted, 
*'  damaged,  or  dilapidated,  while  the  appeal  is  pendeDt^" 
which  is  just  what  the  appellants  have  contended  for,  and 
contend  for  in  the  present  appeal. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent — The  respondent  is  aa 
officer  of  Court,  acting  under  its  authority  and  appoint- 
ment, for  carrying  into  execution  an  act  of  Parliamesl, 
passed  for  the  express  purpose  of  *'  expediting  the  sale  o( 
*'  the  estate  of  the  York  Buildings  Co.  for  relief  of  their 
'^  creditors,"  which  enacts  and  declares,  '*  That  the  expense 
"  thereof,  and  of  carrying  the  same  into  execution  for  be- 
*^  hoof  of  the  creditors,  shall  be  defrayed  from  the  proceeda 
*'  of  the  said  estates,  in  the  same  way  and  maimer  aa  the 
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"  azpense  of  procesa  of  ranking  and  sale  of  bankrupt  estates      ^^97 
"  before  the  Court  of  Session  is  usually  defrayed ;  and  the    


€4 


judges  of  the  said  Court  of  Session  are  hereby  directed  xoMCRiEFr, 
and  empowered,  to  issue  their  warrants  for  payment  of        ^^* 
"  such  expense  to  the  person  or  persons  who  shall  advance  dunlop  &c. 
'<  the  same."     In  this  state  of  the  law^  there  is  not  tho 
sbghtest  ground  for  the  present  appeal. 

The  Lord  Chancellor,  when  delivering  judgment  in  the 
preceding  appeal,  at  same  time  moved  simply,  that  the  pre- 
sent appeal  be  dismissed,  and  the  interlocutors  complained  of 
be  afiSrmed* 

It  was  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  interlocutor  be 
affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  iZ.  Dundas, 
For  Respondent,  G.  Ferguson, 


Respondents. 


Messrs.  Robert  Scott  Moncrieff,  and' 
David  Dale,  Cashiers  of  the  Royal  Bank' 
of  ScotUnd,  and  Wm.  Simpson,  Cashierf  ^PP^^^  / 
at  the  fiaid^Bank,  Edinburgh, 

Jas.  Dunlop,  Merchant  in  Glasgow,  An- 
drew Houston  of  Jordanhill,  Jas.  Gam- 
MBLL,  Merchant  in  Greenock,  and  Jas. 
Macdowall,  Merchant  in  Glasgow, 
Bankers  in  Greenock,  trading  under  the 
Firm  of  Dunlop,  Houston,  Gammbll  and 
Company, 

House  of  Lords,  17th  July  1797. 

Backing  Co. — ^Aobnt — ^Partner — Powers  to  Bind  Company.— 
The  Greenock  Banking  Company  had  an  agent  in  Glasgow,  Mr. 
Dunlop.  It  being  necessary  to  enter  into  arrangements  with  the 
several  banks  to  receive  their  notes,  this  was  done  through  means 
of  their  agent  Afterwards  Mr.  Dunlop  entered  into  a  new 
transaction  by  which  this  object  was  to  be  carried  on  more  to  the 
satis&ction  of  both  parties.  Held,  on  the  failure  of  Dunlop,  that, 
£rom  the  terms  of  the  transaction  gone  into,  the  bank  was  not 
BufBciently  bound  by  the  acts  of  their  agent  and  partner. 

The  respondents  having  opened  a  bank  in  Greenock,  the 
Company  affairs  were  managed  by  Mr.  Gammell  in  Green- 
ock, and  by  Mr.  Dunlop  in  Glasgow. 

Desirous  to  estaUish  their  credit,  they  entered  into  the  usual 


696  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

1797.       arrangements,  in  regard  to  other  banks  reoeiving  the  notes 

they  issued ;  and  among  the  rest,  with  the  Royal  Bank,  througk 

MONCRiEFF,  j^^  manager  in  Glasgow,  Mr.  Scott  Moncrieff,  in  thefoUowiog 
v.'  terms: — **  Greenock,  28th  July  1785,— Scott  Moncrififii 
DUNLOP,  &c.  ,i  Esq.,— Sir,  Messrs.  Dunlop,  Houston,  Gammell,  and  Co, 
"  having  opened  a  bank  here,  and  appointed  me  thw 
*^  cashier,  I  have  to  inform  you,  that  Mr.  James  Danlopo{ 
*'  Garnkirk  will  exchange  with  you  regularly  once  a-weel, 
"  what  of  this  Company's  notes  may  come  into  your  handi, 
*'  and  upon  your  advising  me  what  day  of  the  week  Ib  moit 
"  convenient  for  you  to  exchange  notes,  I  will  give  Mr. 
**  Dunlop  notice  thereof.  lam,  &c.,  (Signed)  Jas-Millal" 
Messrs.  Scott  Moncrieff  and  Dale  answered  in  these  wordi: 
— "  Royal  Bank  Office,  Glasgow,  Ist  August  1785.— Sir, 
"  We  duly  received  your  favour  of  the  28th  past,  and,  agree' 
*'  able  to  your  proposal,  shall  make  a  weekly  exchange  of 
"  notes  with  your  Company,  and  give  or  take  a  bill  on 
"  Edinburgh*,  at  one  day's  date,  for  the  balance,  as  is  oor 
"  practice  with  the  other  banks  here.  If  not  attended  witk 
"  any  inconvenience  to  you,  we  would  propose  to  maketbc 
"  exchange  on  the  Tuesday  morning  at  eight  o'clock,  wha 
we  settle  with  the  other  banks.  Of  this  you  ifill  bo 
pleased  to  acquaint  Mr.  Dunlop. — ^We  are,  &c. 

(Signed)        "  Scott  Moncrieff  &  Dale." 

It  was  alleged  by  the  respondents  that  these  letters  were 
all  that  ever  passed  between  thoir  office  at  GreeoodLt&i 
the  appellants. 

The  parties  entered  on  the  transaction  as  thus  amngel; 
but  it  was  not  long  until  the  Royal  Bank  found,  that  from  the 
great  flow  of  their  paper  into  their  hands,  which  lay  deil 
until  the  day  of  exchange,  considerable  loss  was  snstaioedt 
and  they  therefore  entered  into  a  new  arrangement  wiih 
Mr.  Dunlop,  to  have  the  exchange  of  notes  twice  a  wed:; 
and  a  bill  granted  at  one  day's  date  for  any  balance  dvt 
may  be  found  in  their  favour.  This  arrangement,  it  scei* 
was  gone  into  verbally  with  Mr.  Dunlop,  bat  it  was  prorrf 
by  the  following  letter,  that  Mr.  Dunlop  communicated  tli 
alteration  to  Mr.  Gs^mmell  at  Greenock  : — 2d  July  1789,— 
"  I  have  settled  with  the  Royal  Bank  that  we  shall  exchangt 
"  with  them  every  Saturday  morning,  which  I  expect  to 
"  manage,  so  that  it  shall  make  no  alteration  in  the  operitioM 
'*  of  the  Greenock  Bank,  but  shall  come  all  under  the  Tnei- 
**  day's  exchange  with  me.  On  considering  the  matter,  1 
'*  thought  it  better  to  make  the  communication  to  Jir.Scett 
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**  by  word  of  mouth  than  by  letter,  which  keeps  us  per-       1797. 

**  fectly  open,  in  case  of  any  future  change  in  their  arrange-    ■ 

"  mentV— I  am,"  &c.    Mr.  Gammell  answered :— « I  am  fa.  moncrikff. 

*"*  voured  with  your  letter  of  yesterday's  date,  with  the         v. 

**  enclosure,  which  is  perfectly  satisfactory.    I  am  pleased  »u*'^<^**»  ^®' 

*'  that  yon  have  informed  Mr.  Scott  Moncricff  that  you  are 

**  to  exchange  with  him  twice  a  week,  and  the  mode  you  pro<- 

<'  pose  I  think  will  be  attended  with  no  loss  to  the  bank,  at 

*^  same  time  it  pleases  them. — I  am,"  &c. 

Notwithstanding  this  arrangement,  repeated  complaints 
were  made  by  the  Eoyal  Bank,  in  consequence  of  the  over- 
flow of  the  Greenock  Bank  notes  into  their  bank,  which 
no  sooner  were  exchanged  the  one  moment  than  they 
were  returned  back  upon  them  the  next,  until  they  were 
obliged  to  remonstrate,  which  gave  rise  to  the  transaction 
or  agreement  out  of  which  the  present  action  arises.  This 
agreement  was  prefaced  by  a  correspondence,  which  com- 
plained generally  of  the  mode  of  conducting  the  exchange, 
and  the  daily  loss  of  interest  sustained  by  the  Royal  Bank, 
and  proposed,  **  that  in  future  Mr.  Dunlop  should  keep  an 
**  account  with  us  like  any  other  man,  on  such  credit  as 
**  should  be  agreed  on,  and  that  on  every  second  day  (Tues« 
**  days,  Thlirsdays,  and  Saturdays)  we  should  pack  up  all 
**  the  Greenock  notes  we  had,  and  deliver  them  over  to  him, 
"  for  which  he  should  give  us  an  order  on  his  account  with 
«  us." 

Some  of  the  complaints  were  made  to  Mr.  Gammell,  but 
the  greater  part  to  Mr.  Dunlop. 

Accordingly,  a  draft  of  the  letter  of  agreement  was  sent  by 
Mr.  Scott  Moncrieff  to  Mr.  Dunlop  ( Fide  below).    Mr.Dunlop 

Draft  proposed  by  Mr.  Scott  Momckieff. 

Gektlembn, — In  the  managementof  the  business  of  the  Greenock 
ing  Company,  and  that  I  may  be  enabled  to  take  up  their  notes 
from  you  in  a  manner  more  convenient  for  us  both  than  hitherto^  I 
shall  be  glad  to  open  a  cash-accouDt  with^ou,  as  cashiers  of  the  Royal 
Bank  here,  to  be  kept  in  the  name  of  James  Dunlop,yor  the  Green-' 
ock  Banking  Company  ;  and  I  propose  that  my  operations  upon  the 
account  shall  be  as  follows : — I  shall,  three  times  in  the  week,  viz. 
upon  Tuesdays,  Thursdays,  and  Saturdays,  take  up  such  of  the 
notes  of  the  Greenock  Banking  Company  as  may  come  into  your 
bands,  by  giving  an  order  on  my  account  with  you  for  the  amount  ; 
Emd  I  shall  make  payment  to  you  upon  said  account  on  your  re* 
xipts  in  the  manner  most  convenient  for  myself,  either  by  notes  of 
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1797.       retcirned  the  letter,  signed  by  him,  after  making  a  few  alien- 
■  tions  on  its  terms,  on  which  alterations  much  stress  is  made 


if 
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HONcauFF,  £jj  ^jjjg  action.     The  letter  returned  was  as  follows : — 

„/  **  Glasgow^  let  Jan.  1793.  Gentlemen,— As  agent  for  the 

DUMLOP,  &c«  «  Qreenock  Banking  Company,  and  that  their  notes  may  be 
*'  exchanged  with  you  in  manner  more  convenient  for  both 
**  you  and  me  than  hitherto,  I  am  very  well  pleased  to  open 
"  a  cash-account  with  you,  as  cashiers  of  the  Koyal  Bank 
''  here,  to  be  kept  in  the  name  of  James  Dunlop,  cyetd  fif 
*'  the  Cfreenock  Banking  Company ;  and  propose  that  mj 
"  operations  on  that  account  shall  be  as  follow : — I  shall, 
"  three  times  in  the  week,  take  up  such  of  the  notes  of  Uie 
''  Greenock  Banking  Company  as  they  come  into  your  handii 
by  giving  yon  what  Royal  Bank  notes  I  may  haTe,  sad 
an  order  on  my  account  with  yon  for  the  balance  ;  and  I 
'*  shall  make  payment  on  said  account,  on  your  receipt,  is 
manner  most  convenient  for  myself,  either  by  the  notes  of 
other  Banking  Companies  bills  on  Edinburgh  or  London, 
*'  it  being  understood  that  you  are  to  take  such  bills  from 
''  me  upon  the  same  terms  you  do  from  others.  The  aocoimt 
"  shall  be  settled  once  a  year,  or  oftener,  if  either  party  re- 
**  quire  it ;  the  interest  to  be  charged  against  me  at  fve 
"  per  cent.,  and  you  are  to  allow  me  four  per  cent,  on  sudi 
''  sums  as  I  may  occasionally  overlodge  with  you.    Until  I 

other  Banking-companies  bills  on  Edinburgh  or  Landon*  it  htaa% 
understood  that  you  are  to  take  such  bills  from  me  upon  the  siae 
terms  that  you  do  from  others.  The  account  shall  be  settled  at  le«t 
once  a  year,  or  oftener,  if  either  party  desire  it ;  the  interest  to  k 
then  chazged  against  me  at  five  per  cent,  and  you  are  to  aDow  wt 
four  per  cent,  upon  such  sums  as  I  may  occasionally  overlodge  vith 
you.  Until  I  see  the  effect  of  the  arrangement,  I  cannot  aaj  a* 
actly  what  extent  of  credit  I  may  require  upon  this  account ;  btt 
it  will  always  be  in  your  power  to  limit  it ;  and  I  shall  at  any  tiiB^ 
npon  three  or  four  weeks  warning,  pay  up  such  balance  as  mar  k 
due  to  you.  It  is  further  understood,  that  as  this  accouot  is  p»- 
posed  to  be  opened  for  our  mutual  conveniency,  it  shall  at  aU  dmoW 
in  the  power  of  either  of  us  to  dose  it,  when  we  think  that  pmf 
is  not  answered  by  it." 

Form  ^  Order  annexed. 

£  Glasgtm, 

Pay  the  bearer  pounds,  which  plaee  to  As 

debit  of  my  account.    For  Greenock  Banking  Company. 

J.D. 
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"  see  the  effect  of  this  arrangement^  I  cannot  say  exactly       ^^g^. 
"  what  extent  of  credit  I  may  require  upon  this  account ; 


C( 


but  it  will  always  be  in  your  power  to  limit  it ;  and  I  shall  moncrieff^ 


"  at  any  time^  upon  six  weeks'*  notice,  pay  up  such  balance        ^^' 
"  as  may  be  due  to  yon.    It  is  further  understood,  that  as  duklo'p,  &c« 


this  account  is  proposed  to  be  opened  for  our  mutual  con- 
Teoiency,  it  shall  at  all  times  be  in  the  power  of  either  of 

'*  us  to  close  it  when  we  shall  think  that  purpose  not  an- 

**  swered  by  it. — I  am^  &c. 

(Signed)       '  *'  Jamss  Dunlop." 

Copy  order  sent 

Pay  to  the  bearer  £2226. 19s.,  and  charge  the  same 
to  account  of  Ja.  Dunlop. 

Of  this  date,  Mr.  Scott  Moncrieff  wrote  Mr.  Simpson  as  Jan.  1, 1793. 
follows : — "  I  met  Mr.  Dunlop  last  night,  and  carried  with 
me  the  scroll  of  a  letter  which  I  thought  it  would  be  neces- 
sary for  him  to  write  to  us,  as  the  foundation  of  the  pro- 
posed account,  and  that  we  might  clearly  understand  each 
other.  He  approved  of  it,  and  brought  here  his  letter  this 
morning  accordingly,  with  some  trifling  alterations.  You 
have  annexed  an  exact  copy  of  it  I  mean,  if  you  approve 
of  it,  to  make  out  another  copy,  and  send  it  to  him,  saying 
at  the  foot  of  it,  that  we  agree."  "  I  think  the  Banking 
Company  is  sufficiently  bounds  the  account  being  opened  unth 
hitn^  their  agent" 

Accordingly,  the  letter,  approving  of  this  letter,  waa  writ- 
ten to  Dunlop,  and  the  transaction  closed;  and,  immedi- 
ately thereafter,  the  account  was  opened.  The  new  arrange* 
ment  was  communicated  to  Gammell,  the  acting  partner  of 
the  Greenock  Bank,  by  Dunlop,  as  follows : — 

'^  The  Boyal  Bank  have  been  complaining  very  much 
^*  of  late,  and  perhaps  with  some  reason,  of  the  number  of 
"  notes  that  were  thrown  in  upon  them,  especially  on  the 
'<  Saturdays ;  and,  two  or  three  days  ago,  Mr.  Scott  Mon- 
*^  crieff  called,  and  told  me  that  he  had  orders  from  the 
<^  directors  at  Edinburgh,  either  to  refuse  our  notes  alto- 
gether, or  to  send  them  to  Greenock  on  purpose  every 
day,  which,  he  said,  would  be  much  cheaper  to  them  than 
the  way  they  are  in  at  present ;  which,  indeed,  I  believe 
**  may  be  true.  I  said,  if  such  measures  as  those  were  re- 
*'  sorted  to,  I  believe  we  could  procure  as  many  of  their 
notes  as  they  could  do  ours.    He  said,  however  that  might 
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1797.       <' be,  he  had  directions  to  make  the  experiment;   at  the 
'*  same  time,  he  would  be  extremely  sorry  to  take  a  step  of 


"^"&c  "'*  "  ^^^^  kind,  if  any  plan  could  be  fallen  on  to  prevent  it.  I 
V.  ^^  told  him  that  I  could  think  of  none,  for  I  could  bj  no 
DUNLop,  &c.  €t  means  advise  the  Greenock  Bank  to  alter  the  mode  of 
''  making  their  exchanges,  which  had  been  settled  bj  mn- 
"  tual  agreement.  At  the  same  time,  as  the  management  of 
*'  these  exchanges  had  been  left  entirely  to  me,  if  he  could 
"  think  of  any  way  in  which  I,  as  agent,  could  accommodate 
**  them,  I  would  hare  no  objection  to  try  it.  After  scTeral 
'*  conversations,  he  at  last  made  a  proposal,  which  I  told 
*^  him  I  would  make  a  trial  of,  with  which  he  seemed  Teij 
*^  well  satisfied  ;  and,  in  my  opinion,  will  make  so  very  little 
**  difference,  if  any,  to  me,  that  I  can  continue  to  settle  the 
**  exchanges  with  the  bank  in  the  same  way  as  formerly; 
"  and  I  agreed  the  more  readily,  as  I  think  it  will  prevent  a 
"  great  number  of  notes  from  going  to  Edinburgh  ;  the  pro- 
''  curing  of  Edinburgh  money,  to  replace  which  has  been  at- 
^^  tended  not  only  with  expense  to  the  bank,  but  lately  very 
**  great  trouble  to  me  ;  and  no  doubt  it  has  also  been  trouble- 
«  some  to  Sir  William  Forbes  &  Co." 

Mr.  Gammell's  answer  to  Mr.  Dunlop  was  as  follows : — 

*^  let  January  1793. — I  am  glad  you  have  settled 
'*  matters  with  Mr.  Scott  Moncreiff,  and  that  upon  such  a 
'^  plan  as  will  prevent  our  notes  from  going  to  Edinburgh, 
''  which  was  troublesome  to'all  parties  concerned." 

Sometime  after  the  operations  were  entered  on,  and  in 
consequence  of  the  public  state  of  credit,  the  Royal  Bank 
found  it  necessary  to  restrict  their  advances,  and  to  give 
orders  to  close  this  account  in  the  beginning  of  March 
Mar.  1,  1793, 1793.  Accordingly,  Mr.  Scott  Moncrieff  wrote  to  Mr. 
Dunlop,  calling  up  the  balance  owing;  but  these  applics- 
tions  had  produced  no  result,  when,  on  the  21st  March,  Dun- 
lop failed.  This  event  was  first  communicated  to  the  Royal 
Bank  by  Mr.  Gamraell,  who  at  same  time  intimated,  that  as 
the  transaction  was  one  with  Mr.  Dunlop  alone,  the  Green- 
ock Bank  did  not  hold  themselves  liable  for  the  balance  due 
of  their  notes  delivered  to  Mr.  Dunlop.  Upon  denying 
their  liability,  the  present  action  was  raised  against  the 
Greenock  Bank,  under  the  firm  of  Doulopi  Houston,  6am- 
mell  &  Co.,  for  payment  of  the  balance  due,  amounting  to 
£9100.  of  principal,  and  £82.  28.  lid.  of  interest. 

In  defence  the  respondents  pleaded, — '^That  the  parf- 
(<  Decs  of  the  Company  of  Dunlop,  Houston,  GammeU,&  Co^ 
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**  bankers  in  Greenock,  are  not  liable  as  a  Company  for  the        1797. 
"  snms  now  sued  for,  they  having  given  no  authority  to    


**  James  Danlop  to  enter  into  the  agreement  v^ith  the  pur-  MONcniKFr, 
**  suers  for  a  cash  account,  which  the  pursuers  solely  entered         ^ / 
^*  into,  on  the  risk  of  the  said  James  Dunlop,  as  an  indivi-  dcnlop,  &c. 
••  dual" 

The  Lord  Ordinary  reported  the  case  to  the  Court,  and 
this  interlocutor  was  pronounced : — **  Upon  report  of  Lord  Nor.  14,1794. 
^*  Craig,  and  having  advised  the  mutual  informations  for  both 
*'  parties,  with  minutes  of  debate,  the  Lords  sustain  the  de- 
**  fence,  assoilzie  the  defenders  as  a  Company,  and  decern  ; 
^^  but  remit  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  hear  parties  how  far 
''  any  of  the  partners  of  the  Company  are  liable  as  indivi- 
'<  duals,  and  to  do  as  he  shall  see  cause." 

This  reservation  in  the  interlocutor  was  occasioned  by 
its  appearing  to  the  Court,  that  though  there  seemed  to  be 
a  defect  of  evidence  to  charge  the  Company,  or  whole  part- 
ners of  the  Greenock  bank ;  yet  there  was  a  distinction  as 
to  Mr.  Gammell,  who  appeared  to  be  apprized  of  the  trans- 
action, and  approved  of  it. 

The  appellants  reclaimed,  and  prayed  to  alter,  or  to  allow 
evidence  to  be  given  in  upon  a  variety  of  points.  And  the 
proof  asked  being  allowed,  the  Court  finally  pronounced 
this  interlocutor  : — ''  The  Lords  having  advised  this  petition,  Jan.  19,1796. 
**  and  additional  petition,  with  the  answers  thereto,  and 
<^  proof  adduced,  they  adhere  to  the  former  interlocutor 
**  reclaimed  against." 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  Royal  Bank  brought  the 
present  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants, — The  debt  is  proved  to  have 
arisen  from  the  value  of  the  notes  issued  by  the  respondents 
as  a  banking  Company,  and  which  the  appellants,  for  their 
accommodation,  took  from  the  public  as  payments  in  money; 
the  respondents  were  therefore  bound  in  law  and  in  justice, 
and  in  fair  dealing,  to  retire  these  notes  from  the  appellants, 
so  as  no  loss  might  arise  to  them  from  the  outlay  and  want 
of  interest,  or  in  any  other  shape.  To  accomplish  this,  they 
by  the  letter  from  their  cashier,  of  the  28th  July  1786,  ac- 
credited Mr.  Dunlop,  one  of  their  own  number,  with  general 
and  unlimited  powers,  to  exchange  or  retire  these  notes. 
The  notes  having  accordingly  been  delivered  over  by  the 
appellants  to  Mr.  Dunlop,  it  is  for  the  respondents  to  show, 
either  that  value  was  given  for  them,  or  that,  in  delivering 
them  to  Mr.  Dunlop,  the  appellants  expressly  and  unequi- 
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1797.       vocally  renounced   the  security  of  the  respondents  as  a 
Gompanyy  and  made  a  loan  thereof  to  Mr.  I>unlop» 


X0MCRIBF7,  individuaL    This  is  the  plain  and  true  shape  of  the  prGseat 
t7. '         question,  and  not  whether  Mr.  Dunlop,  by  the  anrangemeni 

DUMLop,&c.  in  Jan,  1793,  created  a  new  obligation  upon  the  Company, 
which  did  not  previously  exist.    There  was  not,  nor  covM 
be,  occasion  for  any  such  new  obligation.    The  Company 
were  bound,  in  every  sense,  for  the  value  of  their  notes;  and 
when  they  referred  to  Mr.  Dunlop,  as  the  person  who  was 
authorised  to  take  them  up,  all  that  was  incumbent  on  tbe 
appellants,  in  order  to  preserve  that  obligation  entire,  was 
to  fix  and  ascertain,  in  an  explicit  manner,  the  delivery  ie 
Mr.  Dunlop,  as  acting  under  that  authority,  and  to  this 
only  efiCect,  and  to  indemnify  the  appellants  of  intereat^ 
was  the  arrangement  in  question.    The  terms  of  the  inter- 
changed missives  on  that  occasion  prove  this.    Mr«  Don- 
lop,  as  agent  for  the  Company  there^    says; — ^  I  shailf 
*^  three  times  in  the  week,  take  up  such  of  the  notes  of 
<^  the  Qreenock  Company  as  may  come  into  your  handa, 
'*  by  giving  you  what  Boyal  Bank  notes  I  may  have,  and 
^*  an  order  on  my  account  for  the  balance;  and  I  ahall 
«  make  payment  on  said  account,  on  your  receipt,  in  tbe 
*^  manner  most  convenient  for  myself,  either  by  notes  of 
other  Banking  companies'  bills  in  Edinburgh  or  London, 
&c.   The  accounts  shall  be  settled  once  a  year,  or  oftener, 
^^if   either  party  requires   it."     The   respondents    have 
attempted  to  assimilate  this  to  a  common  cash  credit  to 
Mr.  Dunlop,  and  with  those  ignorant  of  the  nature  of  bank 
transactions,  they  might  be  listened  to,  as  the  operations 
that  were  to  follow  were,  no  doubt,  to  be  all  in  cash ;  and 
Mr.  Dunlop  was  to  get  the  command  of  all  the  Company'^s 
notes.     But  could  the  respondents  hold  such  language  to  a 
banker?    Would  they  be  hearkened  to  one  moment,  in 
saying  that  an  account,  in  which  nothing  was  to  pass  but  the 
amount  of  their  notes,  delivered  to  their  partner  or  agents 
was  of  the  nature  of  an  ordinary  cash  credit  ?  Or  is  it  fit  for 
belief,  that  a  national  bank,  whose  great  advantage  is  the 
issuing  and  circulation  of  their  own  notes,  would  give  a 
cash  credit  to  an  individual,  and  make  the  whole  advances 
upon  it  in  the  notes  of  a  private  provincial  company,  in 
order  that  they  might  be  thrown  into  the  cricle  ?    There 
is  no  countenance  for  such  a  proposition,  either  in  law  or 
principle.      2d.  The    arrangement  in    question,   and  the 
operations  consequent  thereon,  were  for  the  benefit  aod  ad- 
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rantage  of  the  Greenock  Bank,  and  in  rem  versam  of  the      1797. 
respondents.    This  is  made  evident  from  the  letters  and    — — • 
other  eyidence  in  the  cause.    In  particular,  Mr.  Dunlop,  in  ^^^^^^^^^» 
his  letter  of  5th  Jan.  1793,  to  Mr.  Gammell,  writes : — "  The         r. 
Rojal  Bank  have  been  complaining  yery  much/'  and  in-  J^^^Ni-oPf  Re- 
forms him  of  the  arrangement  made  for  the  benefit  of  the 
bank.    In  answer,  Mr.  Gammell  writes : — **  I  am  glad  you 
**  have  settled  matters  amicably  with  Mr.  Scott  Moncrieff, 
**  and  that  upon  such  a  plan  as  will  prevent  our  notes  from 
<<  going  to  Edinburgh,  which  was  troublesome  to  allparties.'* 
Other  letters  were  also  written  to  the  same  effect. 

Hence  it  was  clear  that  this  arrangement  had  a  twofold 
objecty  1st.  To  prevent  the  Greenock  Company's  notes 
being  refused  at  the  Royal  Bank  office,  or  sent  down  from 
thence  to  Greenock  for  payment;  and,  2d.  To  prevent 
those  notes  from  going  to  Edinburgh,  which  occasioned 
great  expense  and  trouble  to  the  Greenock  Company.  All 
these  objects  were  completely  and  eflfectually  accomplished 
by  the  arrangement  gone  into.  3d.  And  even  though  this 
arrangement  of  January  1793  were  to  be  held  a  new  obliga- 
tion come  under  by  Dunlop,  and  that  loss  had  arisen  upon 
it  to  his  Company,  yet  the  respondents  must  be  liable  to 
make  it  good ;  because  Dunlop  had  the  sole  direction  and 
management  of  this  branch  of  the  extensive  banking  busi- 
ness in  Glasgow,  and,  in  particular,  he  had  been  publicly 
announced  by  the  letter  of  28th  July  1785,  to  the  appel- 
lants, as  entrusted  with  the  exchange  or  retirement  of  their 
notes.  His  powers,  therefore,  to  bind  the  Company  in  any 
transaction  relating  to  the  concerns  confided  to  his  manage- 
ment were  inherent  and  indispensable,  and  he  accordingly 
did  pledge  the  security  of  the  Company,  in  the  transaction 
in  question. 

Pleaded  far  the  Respondents, — If  the  present  case  admit- 
ted of  the  general  question,  <<  How  far  James  Dunlop,  as  a 
partner  of  the  Greenock  Banking  Company,  had  power  to 
bind  the  Company  ?"  it  would  be  matter  of  no  great  diffi* 
culty  to  show  that  he  could  not,  as  such,  have  afiected  the 
Company  by  the  agreement  or  transaction  in  question.  It 
is  true  that  a  partner,  who  is  seen  publicly  and  generally  to 
act  in  that  character,  may  by  transactions  in  the  common  and 
ordinary  course  of  their  business^  and  signing  the  firm  of 
their  company,  bind  the  partnership  to  those  who  have  so 
transacted  with  him,  to  any  extent,  and  without  any  regard 
to  all  private  and  secret  articles  of  agreement  among  the 
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1797.       several  partners  themselves,  not  known  to  those  with  whom 
-^ such  partner  has  so  transacted.     And  the  reason  is  plain. 

"®''^'®^^'    All  the  partners,  in  such  a  case,  give  a  general  credit  to 
v!        each  individual  partner,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the 

DUNLop,  &c.  ordinary  course  of  business,  and  their  contract,  or  articles 
of  copartnership,  can  only  operate  as  private  regulations  for 
the  adjustment  of  their  own  separate  interests.     Bat  the 
very  reverse  of  all  this  is  the  case  at  present.    The  Greenock 
Banking  Company  did  not  carry  out  their  business  upon 
private  articles  of  partnership.      They  were  published  ia 
newspapers,  and  notice  thereby  given  that  the  business  they 
were  to  carry  on  was  that  of  bankers,  and  that  in  the  course 
of  that  business  the  firm  of  the  Company  was  to  bo  signed 
by  '^  James  Miller,  their  cashier."   Nor  is  it  pretended  by  the 
appellants  that  this  had  never  come  to  their  knowledge. 
The  Boyal  Bank  cannot  well  maintain  that  they  are  ignorant 
of  the  business  of  banking,  or  of  the  usage  or  manner  ac- 
cording to  which  such  business  is  carried  on  by  banking 
companies.    Neither  will  they  say  that  the  public  notice 
which  had  been  given  as  above  never  came  to  their  know- 
ledge.   They  knew  that  Greenock  was  the  seat   of  the 
Greenock  Banking   Company — that    there    contracts    and 
agreements  affecting  the  general  business  of  this  company 
were  to  be  settled  and  concluded ;   that  there  only  the 
firm  of  the  house  could  be  signed  ;  and  that  the  firm,  under 
the  signature  of  the  cashier,  was  essential  to  the  binding 
force  of  every  instrument  for  carrying  such  contracts  or  a- 
greements  into  execution.     Besides,  they  knew  that  Mr. 
Gammell,  residing  at  Greenock,  was  the  active  partner,  and 
that  Mr.  Dunlop,  who  was  the  mere  agent  of  the  branch  in 
Glasgow,  had  no  general  powers ;   and  his  acting  as  special 
agent  did  not  entiUe  him,  without  special  powers,  to  enter 
into  any  transactions.     2.  But  further,  the  appellants  trans- 
acted with  Mr.  Dunlop,  not  merely  as  agent,  but  as  a  spe* 
cial  agent,  accredited  to  them  as  such  by  an  express  com- 
mission in  writing,  defining  the  precise  powers  and  purposes 
of  his  agency,  and  as  such  received  and  expressly  acknow- 
ledged by   the  appellants.      This   letter  was  dated  from 
Greenock,  under  the  bands  of  Miller  the  cashier,  and  was 
agreeably  to  the  articles  of  partnership,  and  the  public  no- 
tice they  had  given.     The  first  agreement  was  that  of  mere 
exchange  of  notes  of  the  bank,  and  was  a  transaction  strict- 
ly between  the  Greenock  Bank  on  the  one  hand  and  the 
Royal  Bank  on  the  other.     But  this  was  changed  into  one 
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of  a  very  different  nature  by  their  agent.     It  was  a  credit        ^'j^j^ 
opened  by  him,  although  he  was  a  mere  agents  with  restrict-    ........... 

ed  and  special  powers.    He  had  no  power  or  authority  from  xoncbisff, 
the  bank  to  enter  into  such  an  obligation.     In  short,  it  was 
understood  by  the  Royal  Bank  themselves,  that  the  Green-  dunlop,  &c. 
ock  Bank  was  not  to  be  bound.     They  deal  with  Dunlop 
alone,  and  they  consent  to  take  an  obligation,  signed  by 
himself,  and  which  they  must  have  known  did  not  and  could 
not  bind  the  bank.    And  Dunlop  himself  gave  good  reason 
for  the  appellants  to  understand  that  he  never  meant  to 
bind  the  Greenock  Bank  at  all  by  the  alteration  of  the  let- 
ter written  and  signed  by  him.     Indeed,  from  his  capacity 
of  agent  merely,  it  must  have  been  understood  by  all  that 
he,  as  agent,  could  not  bind  the  Greenock  Bank  without 
having  express  and  special  powers  so  to  do. 
After  heaving  counsel, 

Lord  Chancellor  Loughboroitqh  said, — 

"  My  Lords, 

<^  Though  I  concur  in  this  case  with  the  judgment  given  by  the 
Court  of  Session,  I  think  it  proper  to  state  the  ground  upon  which 
my  opinion  is  formed,  lest  an  idea  should  be  entertained  that  we 
went  upon  this  reason,  that  a  partner,  in  circumstances  similar  to 
those  in  the  present  case,  could  not  by  his  own  transaction  bind  the 
partnership.  It  is  not  upon  that  ground  that  I  have  formed  my 
opinion. 

'<  It  is  founded  upon  this,  that  from  the  written  document,  which 
is  the  basis  of  the  transaction  now  in  question,  the  letter  of  the  1st 
of  January  1793,  it  would  be  impossible  in  this  country  to  raise  a 
cause  of  action  against  the  respondents  in  this  matter.  The  whole  of 
the  difficulty  in  the  present  case  lies  upon  the  evidence  in  the  cause 
— ^the  letter  of  Mr.  Scott  Moncrieff  and  Mr.  Simpson  ;  though  these 
were  not  evidence  of  themselves,  they  were  made  so  by  the  parties.  # 

Nothing  positive  with  regard  to  the  transaction  appears  from  Dunlop's 
letters ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  we  have  his  deposition  after  his 
bankruptcy,  that  this  was  a  private  transaction  of  his  own,  and  all 
the  entries  in  his  books  state  it  as  his  own  private  account. 

"  This  is  a  case  in  which  I  have  changed  my  opinion  more  than 
once  or  twice.  There  appears  to  me  to  be  nothing  in  the  cause 
to  fix  upon  Mr.  Gammell  in  the  smallest  degree-^the  double  part 
which  Dunlop  appears  to  have  acted.  The  other  partners  were 
inactive.  I  am  sorry  for  the  manner  in  which  Mr.  Scott  Mon- 
crieff appears  in  the  business,  as,  from  the  character  given  of 
him,  he  is  a  man  of  respectability  and  integrity ;  but  too  much  con- 
fidence was  reposed  in  the  supposed  responsibility  of  Dunlop.     It  is 
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1797.  &ot  anlikelj  that  Danlop  saw  the  error  into  wUch  Soott  Honcrieff 

"  was  falling,  for  the  latter  makes  no  difficulty  in  accepting  the  draft 

BH  ART  which  had  been  so  much,  and  so  materiall  j  altered  by  Danlop,  and  sees 

THE  MAOTs-  "^  difference  between  the  two  papers,  calling  them  trifling  alten- 

TRATE8,  &C.     tionS. 

OF  DUNDBE.       w  jj^der  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case,  I  thought  it  pro- 
per not  to  rest  upon  my  own  opinion  alone.    I  would  willingly 
have  rested  on  the  opinion  of  those  whom  I  respected,  had  that 
opinion  been  uniform  on  either  side*    I  requested  the  assistance  of 
Kenyon.      a  noble  Lord  now  near  me,  and  after  reading  the  case,  his  Lordship 
formed  an  opinion  different  from  what  I  have  now  given ;  he,  how- 
ever, now  concurs  with  me  in  opinion  to  afiirm  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Session. 
Supposed  to        '*  Ttvo  judges  also,  of  much  acnteness,  and  great  experience  in  sndi 
be  Butler  and  questions,  were  applied  to ;  they  differed  in  opinion,  and  after  harbig 
Laurence.       y^  ^  conference  together  on  the  subject,  they  psurted  still  hMoag 
different  opinions. 

"  Under  all  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  I  think  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Session  is  not  founded  on  error,  and  ought  to  be 
affirmed.  The  decision  of  your  Lordships,  if  in  this  waj,  will  also 
have  a  good  effect.  It  will  give  a  lesson  to  the  Royal  Bank  to  be 
more  circumspect,  and  to  pay  a  greater  attention  to  aceoiacy  in  their 
future  transactions." 

Accordingly  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocntora  complained 
of  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  Sir  John  Scatty  Ro.  Dundas,  W.  Grant. 
For  Respondents,  Robert  Dallas,  Wm.  Tail. 


Thohab  Smart,  Mason  in  Dundee,  •        Appellant ; 

The  Magistrates  and  Town  Council  ofl 
Dundee,  ...        -  }  RespandenH. 

House  of  Lords,  22d  Nov.  1797. 

Property — ^Aoobssion — Sea  Shore — Buroh. — A  proprietor  of  a 
tenement  within  buigh,  whose  property  is  bounded  by  the  sea 
flood,  cannot  acquire  the  tacant  space  of  ground  leftby  the  sea,  be* 


CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND.  607 

tween  his  property  and  the  seaflood,  such  soil  belonging  to  the  magi-       ^797- 
Btrates  of  the  burgh,  for  the  benefit  of  the  communitj.  . 

SMART 

The  appellant,  possessing  a  tenement  and  piece  of  ground  ^^^  xagis. 
in  the  town  of  Dundee,  described  in  his  title-deeds  as  "  All  tbatks,  &c. 
"  and  whole  that  enclosed  yard,  lying  within  the  burgh  of  ^'  ^'^w^*^- 
**  Dundee,  bounded  by  a  tenement  of  land  and  yard  be- 
*<  longing  to  the  heirs  of  William  Mitchell,  ship-builder  in 
*<  Dundee,  and  another  small  tenement,  belonging  to  the 
**  heirs  of  James  Eay,  on  the  east,  the  sea  flood  upon  the 
**  southj  a  yard  belonging  to  Dayid  Laird  of  Straithmartin 
'*  on  the  west,  and  by  the  street  on  the  north  parts,  with  all 
*'  light,  title,  and  interest,  claim  of  right,  property^  and 
"  possession,  &c." 

The  town  of  Dundee  lies  at  the  mouth  of  the  river  Tay. 
The  sea  flood  at  one  time  had  washed  the  southern  boundary 
of  the  appellant's  tenement,  but  now,  from  various  causes, 
there  was  a  considerable  space  of  ground  between  his  south 
wall  and  thesea  flood;  themagistrateaof  the  burgh  having  from 
time  to  time  taken  possession  of  this  vacant  ground,  the  appel- 
lant raised  action  of  declarator  to  have  his  right  to  the  same 
fixed  and  determined;  contending  that  in  all  the  title  deeds 
of  his  property,  the  same  was  described  as  bounded  by  the 
sea  flood  on  the  south.  That  it  was  so  bounded  when  he 
purchased  the  property — that  this  being  his  boundary,  he 
was  entitled  to  all  within  these  bounds,  and,  of  consequence, 
to  the  vacant  space  of  ground  in  question,  whether  the  same 
has  been  gained  or  occasioned  by  the  gradual  retiring  of  the 
tide,  or  whether  the  soil  has  been  recovered  from  the  sea 
by  an  opus  manufactum^  and  that  the  sea  flood  being  his 
boundary,  he  was  entitled  to  follow  the  course  of  the  river 
wherever  it  went.  In  their  defences,  the  magistrates  stated 
their  tifle  as  a  corporation,  to  enjoy  certain  rights  and  privi- 
leges, and  to  acquire  for  the  benefit  of  the  community,  all  the 
rights  thereto  belonging.  They  admitted  the  doctrine,  that 
when  the  property  of  a  proprietor  is  bounded  by  the  sea  or 
the  river,  he  has  a  right  to  the  soil  that  may  be  acquired 
from  either;  but  that  this  did  not  apply  to  a  property  described 
as  an  enclosed  garden  within  burgh,  where  the  magistrates, 
as  an  incorporation,  are  entitled  to  all  the  soil  not  expressly 
granted  away.  Besides,  the  appellant's  title  was  defective. 
He  had  only  a  base  infeftment,  and  no  charter  to  show  from 
the  superior,  which  could  not  compete  with  the  respondents' 
title  of  the  burgh  and  possession. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  (Monbodo)  held,  ^'  that  the  magistrates, 
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*  in  80  far  as  concerns  the  river  and  frith  of  Tay,  had  onlj 

right  to  the  same  for  the  purposes  of  navigation,  and  that, 
0.  as  the  pursuer's  property  was  described  as  bounded  on  the 

THR  MAGis-   gQuth  by  the  sea  flood,  he  had  a  right  to  whatever  land  the 

TRATK8,  &C,  ...  .  ,  .  , 

OF  DDNDBK.  Boa  Icavos  adjoining  and  opposite  to  his  property,  or  that 
he  might  acquire  by  any  opus  manufactum,  not  prejudicial 

July  6,  1796.  to  the  navigation."     But,  on  reclaiming  petition,  the  Court 
altered,  sustained  the  defences,  assoilzied  the  defenders,  and 

Nov.  22, 1796.  decerned  :  And,  on  a  secondreclaimingpetition,  they  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 
Pleaded  /or  the  Appellant. — The  appellant  purchased  a 
piece  of  ground  in  question,  situated  in  the  burgh  of  Dim* 
dee»  bounded  by  the  i^ea  flood,  the  value  of  which  consider- 
ably enhanced  its  price.     He  then  proceeded  to  embank  a 
part  of  the  sea-shore,  when  he  was  interrupted  by  the  magis- 
trates of  Dundee,  who  proceeded  to  embank  the  remainder 
of  the  beach,  besides  seizing  that  portion  of  it  which  had 
been  taken  possession  of  by  the  appellant.    The  question 
thus  came  to  be,  whether  the  appellant,  whose  property  is 
bounded  by  the  sea  flood,  is  entitled  to  all  the  accession  of 
ground  and  soil  which  the  sea  flood  leaves  unoccupied  oppo- 
site to  his  property  ?  He  humbly  submits,  both  by  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  lioman  law  and  the  law  of  Scotland,  that  such 
ground  belongs  to  him,  whether  acquired  by  the  operation  of 
nature,  or  of  the  works  of  human  industry.     By  the  Roman 
law,  banks   of  rivers,  though  navigable,  belonged  to  the 
adjacent  proprietors.    That  the  shores  even  of  the  ocean, 
are  capable  of  occupancy,  although  this  always  subject  of 
course  to  the  rights  of  navigation  and  commerce,  which 
must  not  thereby  be  hurt,  nor  the  rights  of  the  community. 
Whether,  therefore,  the  Tay  at  Dundee    be  considered 
merely  as  a  navigable  river,  or  as  a  part  of  the  ocean,  the 
right  of  the  appellant  is,  on  either  ground,  clear ;  because  in 
the  law  of  Scotland,  no  difference  exists  between  the  one 
right  and  the  other.     In  both,  the  sovereign  is  the  trustee 
for  the  public,  and  as  such  has  a  right  to  prevent  all  appro- 
priations, such  as  would  impede  navigation,  render  it  dan- 
gerous, or  hurt  the  interests  of  commerce :  That  all  grants 
in  favour  of  incorporations  or  burghs  is  of  the  same  nature. 
In  particular,  a  grant  of  a  port  and  harbour,  gives  to  a  cer- 
tain extent  the  same  privileges  as  possessed  by  the  sove- 
reign within  a  defined  space,  and  always  for  the  purposes 
of  navigation  and  commerce ;  but  this  leaves  unimpaired  the 
right  of  proprietors  bounded  by  the  sea  flood,  of  gaining 
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whatever  ground  the  sea  may  leave  adjacent  to  their  own       ijjyy. 
property.     In  the  present  case,  the  magistrates  wish  to  de-    


prive  the  appellant  of  this  right,  by  asserting  that  the  burgh      b"art 
has  a  right  to  all  the  unoccupied  soil  so  gained,  as  a  perti-  ^^^  magis- 
nent  of  the  greater  right  of  the  burgh,  apart  altogether  from  trates,  &c. 
the  purposes  of  navigation  or  commerce.    The  appellant  ^'^*'**^*^*' 
humbly  submits  that  there  is  no  law  for  this. 

Pleaded  for  the  RespondenU^ — The  reference  to  the  civil 
law,  and  to  the  cases  in  the  law  of  Scotland,  are  all  inap- 
plicable  to  the  present  case.    The  doctrine,  that  a  proprie- 
tor, whose  property  is  bounded  by  the  sea  flood,  is  entitled 
to  gain  all  the  vacant  ground  left  between  him  and  the  sea, 
is  indisputable,  where  no  other  can  show  a  preferable  title 
to  that  ground ;  but  such  law  does  not  hold  with  reference 
to  a  tenement  within  burgh,  where  the  incorporation  is  en*- 
titled  to  all  the  soil  not  expressly  granted  away.     A  pro- 
perty so  bounded  within  burgh  is  a  limited  grants  just  as  if 
it  had  been  stated  to  be  bounded  by  another  tenement ; 
because  the  whole  territory  of  the  burgh  belongs  to  the 
magistrates  as  a  corporation,  and,  in  particular,  the  bed  of 
the  river  and  sea  ;  and  it  is  in  evidence,  that  they  have  been 
in  immemorial  possession,  and  have  from  time  to  time  feued, 
or  made  grants  of  the  soil  so  acquired,  without  challenge. 
This  general  right,  therefore,  of  the  respondents  to  the  whole 
territory  of  the  burgh  can  only  be  counteracted  by  clear  titles 
produced  by  the  burgesses  or  feuars,  containing  an  express 
conveyance  of  such.    The  appellant  has  produced  no  such 
title ;  and  no  title  even  to  his  enclosed  garden  sufficient  to 
protect  that  possession,  were  the  respondents  disposed  to 
quarrel  it.    He  alleged,  that  he  held  under  the  Douglas' 
family  as  superior ;  but,  being  obliged  to  abandon  this  pro- 
position  as  untenable,  he  cannot  produce  any  charter  from 
the  burgh,  and  all  that  he  can  show,  is  a  minute  of  coun- 
cil promising  a  charter  to  his  predecessor.    The  appellant, 
therefore,  at  most,  cannot  claim  an  inch  of  ground  beyond 
the  garden  or  enclosure.     What  is  given  to  him  is  not  cigir 
orcifinitASt  it  is  CLger  limitatus.    An  enclosed  garden,  and  the 
^ound  enclosed  by  the  walls  of  a  garden,  are  one  and  the 
same  thing. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 
I'or  Appellant,  T.  Erakine^  W.  Adam,  Henry  Erskine,  H. 

D,  Itifflis. 
For  Bespondents,  Sir  John  Scott,   Wm.  Tait. 

NoTB.— 'Unreported  in  Court  of  Session. 

TOL.  III.  2  R 


1797. 

DUOOAlf 

V. 
WIGHT. 
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[M.  12761.] 

Francis  DuGOAN,  Druggist,  •  .         AppeUani; 

Alexander  Wight,  W.S.,  .  Respondent. 

Honse  of  Lords,  24th  Nov.  1797. 

Trust — Act  1696 — Parole  Proof.-— Oinnimstances  in  whidi  s 
letter,  written  bj  a  party  holding  a  right  to  property,  ex  faae 
abwluie,  did  not  establish  that  he  held  it  only  in  trust :  Alao^  that 
the  parole  eyidence  offered  was  incompetent  to  qualify  a  title  to 
property  ac  facie  absolute • 

This  was  an  action  of  declarator  of  trust,  brought  by  the 
appellant  in  the  Court  of  Session,  to  have  it  found  that  the 
lands  of  Eeyockmill,  and  others,  were  only  held  in  trust  by 
the  respopdent  for  behoof  of  the  appellant,  and  that  they 
were  purchased  by  and  for  him  alone. 

Mr.  Wight  was  a  Writer  to  the  Signet ;  and  the  appel- 
lant alleged,  that  after  effecting  the  sale  himself,  be 
called  on  Mr.  Wight,  and  arranged  with  him  the  conditions 
of  the  rights — he,  Mr.  Wight,  assisting  him  with  a  loan  to 
pay  part  of  the  price. 

It  was  agreed,  the  appellant  stated,  that  Mr.  Wight  ahonld 
take  the  conveyance  to  the  property  unconditionally  in  his 
own  name  ;  this  being  necessary,  in  consequence  of  the  ap- 
pellant being  incapable  at  the  time  of  holding  heritable  pro- 
perty, he  being  a  Soman  Catholic ;  but  that  he  had  hiinaelf 
negotiated  the  whole  sale  personally  with  the  previous  pro- 
prietor, Mr.  Hunter,  Mr.  Wight  notbeing  present,  ortakingany 
concern  in  it.  That  on  expiry  of  one  of  the  tenant's  leases, 
he  took  possession  of  that  portion  of  the  lands  as  proprietor, 
without  any  lease  from,  or  paying  any  rent  to  Mr.  Wight: 
That  he  laid  out  large  sums  in  improvement  of  the  lands, 
and  building  houses :  And  further,  that  he  had  receiyed  sa 
express  acknowledgment  from  Mr.  Wight,  in  a  letter  aul- 
dressed  to  his  agent,  of  his  having  bought  the  lands  with  a 
view  to  surrender  them  to  him.  Mr.  Wight  declarea,  **  It 
"  is  indeed  true,  that  at  this  time  I  said  to  Mr.  Duggan  that 
'*  I  had  no  wish  to  become  a  proprietor  of  land,  and  that, 
^'  in  case  he  chose  to  take  it  at  the  end  of  three  or  foor 
*<  years  at  farthest,  I  would  give  it  up  to  him ;  and  I  no 
"  doubt  said  frequently,  not  only  to  himself,  but  to  many 

others,  that  I  had  made  the  purchase  with  that  view.  The 


<< 
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'*  longest  period  at  ^hich  I  ever  said  I  would  give  up  the       ^797. 
"  place  to  Mr.  Duggan,  if  he  chose  to  take  it,  expired  at    — ^— ^ 
"Whitsunday  1792,  and  I  think  he  will  not  say  he  over         ^^^ 
**  made  a  proposal  at  that  time  to  take  it,  if  I  would  give  it     wight. 
"  to  him ;  and  since  that  period  he  declared  to  myself  that 
"  I  was  at  liberty  to  do  with  it  as  I  pleased,  as  I  had  com- 
"  pletely  fulfilled  my  promise  with  him." 

The  defence  stated  to  the  action,  was  a  denial  that  he 
had  ever  held  the  property  in  trust  for  the  appellant.    Also 
a  denial  of  the  possession  and  of  the  improvements  made 
upon  the  estate ;  and  founded  upon  the  act  1696,  as  barring 
the  action,  as  well  as  the  irrelevancy  of  a  proof  by  witnesses. 
Upon  these  allegations,  the  Lord  Ordinary  ^'  held  the  proof  Feb-  2, 1795. 
'*  incompetent ;  and  in  respect  that  the  pursuer  does  not 
**  offer  to  instruct  the  alleged  trust,  either  by  the  writ  or 
**  oath  of  the  defender,  sustains  the  defences  ;  assoilzies  the 
**  defender,  and  decerns ;"  and  disallowed  a  parole  proof. 
The  Court,  on  reclaiming  petition,  altered  the  above  inter- 
locutor of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  and  allowed  proof.     But,  on  a  Dec.  13, 1796. 
further  petition,  the  Lords  returned  again  to  the  Lord  Or- 
dinary's interlocutors,  adhered  thereto,  and  assoilzied  the  2  and  4  Mar. 
defender. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was 
brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant — At  common  law,  every  fact 
might  have  been  proved  by  witnesses ;  Balfour's  Practicks, 
p.  361,  §  17 ;  p.  376,  §  24.  Sir  Geo.  Mackenzie,  Inst.  B.  iv. 
tit.  2cl,  §  8,  and  particularly  in  regard  to  a  trust ;  for,  as 
Lord  Stair  says : — •^  It  were  to  small  purpose  to  refer  it  to 
**  his  (the  trustee's)  oath,  for  it  is  presumed  that  he  who 
*'  would  steal,  would  swear ;  and  it  is  the  worst  kind  of 
"  stealth  to  betray  trust,  and  therefore  the  law  alloweth 
*'  that  the  trust  may  be  proven  indirectly  by  circumstances 
"  inferring  the  same."     Stair,  Inst.  B.  iv.  tit.  45,  §  21. 

2.  The  act  1696,  c.  25,  upon  which  the  respondent  relies, 
relates  only  to  '*  deeds  of  trust  made,"  'and  has  been  held  in 
several  cases,  (Spreul  v.  Crawford,  16th  July  1741),  Kil- 
kerran's  Reports,  p.  581 ;  Mudie  v.  Ochterlony,  13th  June 
1766,  Fac.  Col.  Die.  of  Dec.  vol.  ii.  p.  272),  not  to  extend 
to  any  trust  which  may  exist  without  a  deed,  as  in  the  case 
of  moveables,  or  as  in  the  present  case,  to  a  trust  which 
does  not  arise  from  any  deed  or  disposition  of  the  trustee ; 
but  from  the  voluntary  interposition  of  the  trustee.  Thus 
\ra8  the  law  established  by  these  two  decisions.  And  trusts 
have  in  various  instances  been  established  by  facts  and  cir- 
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1797.       cumstances,  as  in  the  case  M'Laren  v.  Chiesley's  exeeaton, 

•    Diet,  of  Dec.  voL  ii.  p.  272.    Also  in  the  case  of  Gflmonr 

BuoGAw  y  Arbuthnot,  11th  Dec.  1765 ;  Fac.  CoL  Also  in  threecaiei 
WIGHT,  not  reported,  Alison  v.  Fairholme»  Nov.  1765 ;  Stewart's  Ki- 
ecutors  v,  M^Arthur,  in  1777 ;  and  Donaldson  v.  Morison,  de- 
cided in  1787.  This  last  case  resembled  the  present.  The  par- 
ties intended  to  make  a  joint  purchase  of  two  small  endoMira 
near  Edinburgh,  at  a  public  roup :  Donaldson  attended  and 
made  the  purchase,  and  having  afterwards  resolved  to  keep 
the  whole  to  himself,  Morison  brought  an  action  against  hin 
to  compel  him  to  execute  the  trust  he  had  reposed  in  hioi) 
and  in  this  action  Morison  prevailed.  3.  The  present  caae 
is  taken  out  of  the  statute  1696,  by  the  statute  1700,  e.  3, 
against  allowing  papists  to  purchase  or  hold  heritable  estate, 
"  or  an  J  person  in  trust  for  their  behoof,  an  j  lands  or  honMi 
'<  &c."  But  if  the  statute  1696  did  apply,  the  requiremenli 
of  that  statute  are  supplied  by  the  respondent's  letter  abore 
quoted,  which  clearly  acknowledges  the  trust. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondent. — It  is  a  principle  deadj 
established  in  the  law  of  Scotland,  that  an  heritable  ligbt, 
instructed  by  authentic  written  titles^  such  as  those  pfo- 
duced  in  the  present  case,  cannot  be  taken  away  or  qnslified, 
or  the  import  thereof  be  explained  by  parole  evidence.  Tb 
is  the  general  rule  of  the  law  of  ScoUand, — a  rule  which aD 
the  writers  on  that  law  have  considered  as  entitled  to  the 
highest  approbation.  It  is  even  a  settled  point  now,  that 
where  a  doubt  occurs  with  regard  to  the  import  of  asj 
clause  of  a  deed,  no  parole  evidence  can  bo  admitted,  oat 
even  of  the  person  who  framed  the  deed,  or  were  present  it 
its  execution,  to  explain  what  was  the  real  meaning  and  ia- 
tention  of  the  parties.  An  allegation  of  trust  therefoie, 
against  the  deed,  ex  facie  absolute,  can  neyer  be  alloired  ti 
be  proved  by  witnesses.  And,  accordingly,  a  proof  by  anck 
witnesses,  and  of  this  nature,  was  the  very  thing  the  staKto 
1696  was  enacted  to  prevent.  The  decisions  referred  to  bj 
the  appellant,  do  not  bear  upon  the  point  The  respondeat 
further,  has  no  objections  that  the  letter  founded  on  be  read, 
ashisoathin  reference,  and  when  so  considered,  and  taken  and 
read  as  a  whole,  it  will  not  be  found  to  contain  any  icknov- 
lodgment  of  trust ;  it  rather  seems  to  import  a  denial  of  aoj 
such  trust,  and  therefore  makes  out  a  negatiye  to  the  ftlk- 
gation  of  trust  altogether.  A  proof  by  witnesses  even  of 
those  other  facts  which  the  appellant  alleges,  wonid  not 
suffice  to  make  out  a  trust ;  and,  at  the  distance  of  several 
years,  it  would  be  improper,  besides  incompetent,  to  aDov 
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such  evidence  to  qoalifj  an  absolute  right  of  property.       1797. 
Besides,  the  act  1696,  in  express  words  states,  that  nothing  ■ 

will  be  sufficient  but  the  "  written  declaration  or  back-bond       "^* 
**  of  trust,  lawfully  subscribed  by  the  person  alleged  to  be    tiscouht 
"  trustee,  or  unless  the  same  be  referred  to  the  oath  of  the  ^■®'''=»®^^' 
"  party  simpliciter" 
After  hearing  counsel, 

LOBD  LOVOBBOUROH  Bsid, 

My  Lords : 

*<  I  cannot  find  out  where  anj  difficulty  lay  in  this  case,  so  clear 
and  conclosiye  were  the  terms  of  the  statute  1696;  and  I  would  even 
bare  awarded  costs  against  the  appellant,  but  for  the  consideration 
that  he  bad  obtained  an  interlocutor  of  the  Court  of  Session  in  his 
farour.** 

It  was  therefore 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Sir  J.  Scott,  M.  Nolan,  Thos.  W.  Baird. 
For  Respondent,  R.  Blair,  W.  Grant,  W.  Tait. 


Walter  Sims,  Esq.,  Collector  of  Customs  )     .      «    , 
Aberdeen,        -  ...        J  ^PP««'««^- 

The  Right  Hon.  Visoount  Arbuthnott,         Respondent 

House  of  Lords,  27th  Nov.  1797. 

liBASBy  RbDDOTIONOF — PRAUD  AMD  FaOIUTT — ^FoRCB  AMI)  FbaR.— 

A  reduction  of  a  lease,  granted  while  a  current  lease  had  still 
many  years  to  run,  and  made  to  commence  forty-four  years  after 
its  datCf  was  brought,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  unequal ^and 
unfair  in  its  terms,  and  the  granter  incapable,  from  £icility^  and 
that  fraudulent  and  improper  means  had  been  obtained  in  procure* 
ing  it  Held,  upon  proof,  that  the  lease  was  bad,  and  reduced 
accordingly. 

This  was  an  action  of  reduction  of  a  lease  granted  by  the 
respondent's  father  to  the  appellant,  in  the  following  cir- 
cumstances : — 

The  late  Viscount  Arbuthnott  had  always  manifested  a 
strong  dislike  to  long  leases,  and  had  never  been  in  the 
practice,  up  to  a  certain  date,  of  granting  leases  for  more 
than  nineteen  years. 

He  died  at  the  age  of  88,  in  April  1791.  During  the  lat- 
ter period  of  his  Lordsliip's  life  his  mental  faculties  were 
impaired,  and  his  bodily  strength  much  weakened.  The  re- 
spondent further  stated,  that  when  he  succeeded,  after  his 
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1797.       father's  death,  he  found,  that  while  labouring  under  his  in- 

firmities,  and  while  without  a  factor  or  adviser,  he  was  in- 

^^^^        duced,  by  improper  means,  to  grant  to  his  tenants,  while 
VISCOUNT    their  existing  leases  had  still  many  years  to  run,  new  leasei 
ABBUTHMOTT.  f^j,  ^  much  longor  period. 

Of  the  leases  on  the  estate,  there  were  seventy  which 
wore  made  to  endure  for  a  longer  period  than  nineteen  yesn^ 
Above  forty  of  the  most  valuable  were  obtained  while  the 
current  leases  had  a  great  many  years  to  run.  Some  of  them 
were  to  commence  at  the  distance  of  five  years,  others  at  the 
distance  of  ten  years,  and  others  at  the  distance  of  twenty 
years /rom  their  date.  The  lease  under  challenge  could  on- 
ly  commence  forty-four  years  after  its  date.  Some  of  the 
tenants,  after  his  father's  death,  voluntarily  gave  them  up. 
He  bought  up  the  right  of  others ;  but  the  appellant  de- 
manding £3000  for  giving  up  his  lease,  he  was  obliged  to 
resist  such  demands,  and  to  bring  the  present  reduction. 

The  lease  in  question  was  dated  8th  March  1786,  for  tkm 
times  nineteen  years  after  the  then  ensuing  term  of  Whitsan- 
day  (15th  May  1786),  while  there  was  an  existing  lease  thu 
did  not  expire  until  1830.  The  rent  of  the  new  lease  wa 
to  be  only  58  bolls,  S  firlots  of  beer,  and  4  bolls  of  meal,  and 
£58.  7s.  Id.  in  money.  While  the  rent,  according  to  the 
true  value,  ought  to  have  been  £193. 

The  grounds  of  the  action  of  reduction  were  these,  1st 
The  great  inequality  of  the  bargain,  or  lesion.  2d.  The  fa- 
cility and  weakness  of  mind  and  body  of  the  granter  at  the 
time  this  lease  was  obtained.  3d.  Imposition  and  fraudnlent 
means  taken  to  obtain  the  lease. 

The  Lord  Ordinary,  after  the  disposal  of  some  dilat<ff7 
defences,  ordered  first  a  condescendence  and  then  a  proof. 

1.  Regarding  the  inequality  of  the  bargain,  it  was  proved, 
that  the  true  rental  of  the  farm,  of  that  which  was  partly  oc- 
cupied by  Sime,  (the  rest  being  possessed  by  his  subtenants.) 
was  £193,  that  is,  about  £93  more  than  the  appellant  agreed 
to  pay  for  his  lease.  And  that  when  the  rents  which  he  oh* 
tained  by  the  subletting  of  it  were  considered,  it  appeared 
that  the  last  tack  in  1792  to  llobert  Davidson  for  the  part 
of  the  farm  subset  to  him,  yielded  a  rent  of  £95.  78. 5d. 
alone,  which  was  a  rent  within  a  few  pounds  of  the  whole 
rent  payable  to  the  Viscount  for  the  whole  farm.  This  6ct 
was  concealed  from  the  Viscount  at  the  time  of  granting  the 
new  lease. 

2.  Regarding  incapacity,  the  respondent  tabmitted  thit 
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it  was  not  neceiusarj,  in  Boch  cases  as  the  present,  to  prove       1797, 
such  an  absolute  want  of  understanding  as  renders  the  party 


incapable  of  doing  any  deed,  or  executing  any  business^  in  a  umb 
valid  and  proper  manner ;  but  it  was  sufficient  to  prove  such  ru^wr 
a  degree  of  weakness  or  failing,  as  to  render  the  party  an  abbothhott. 
unequal  match  for  those  who  may  take  the  advantage  of 
facility.  And  a  person  might,  in  this  view,  be  more  facile 
with  regard  to  one  kind  of  business  than  with  regard  to 
another,  in  particular  circumstances.  A  sudden  change  in 
one's  actions  or  ideas,  or  modes  of  life,  totally  inconsistent 
with  former  actions,  opinions  and  habits,  may  manifest  this 
facility,  and  may  make  the  individual  facile  quaxd  illud  ne- 
goHum*  Here  the  failing  point  was  in  granting  leases  of 
long  duration,  by  one  who  had  all  his  life  approved  only  of 
leases  to  the  extent  of  nineteen  years'  duration;  and  the 
whole  and  slump  manner  in  which  this  was  done,  appears 
at  once  irrational — fifty-six  leases  having  been  granted  as 
Tery  long  prorogations  of  leases  then  current ;  and  thirty- 
seven  without  any  rise  of  rent  whatever.  Besides  this,  it 
was  proved  that  the  Viscount,  for  about  seven  years  before, 
had  failed  much  in  body  and  his  mental  faculties,  and  was 
considered  incapable  of  transacting  any  business.  He  used 
to  remark  to  one  of  the  witnesses  that  his  memory  was  gone, 
and  that  he  was  often  imposed  upon.  Other  witnesses 
spoke  to  his  having  forgot  what  they  told  him  before,  and 
that  he  asked  them  repeatedly  about  the  same  thing. 

8.  In  regard  to  fraud  and  imposition.  The  butler  depon- 
ed, that  he  was  quite  sure  that  the  Viscount  was  imposed 
upon  in  granting  leases.  About  the  time  mentioned,  after 
a  few  leases  were  granted,  he  was  constantly  beset  by  the 
tenants  for  the  same  purpose.  In  particular,  another  wit- 
ness (the  appeUant's  agent)  deponed  that  it  was  the  appel- 
lant who  employed  him  to  draw  out  "  the  lease  in  question^ 
**  and  that  he  got  no  instructions  from  Lord  Arbuthnott  with 
"  regard  to  making  out  the  foresaid  tack :  That  after  the 
*'  scroll  was  finished,  he  gave  it  to  Mr.  Sime,  who  returned 
*'  it  at  the  distance  of  some  weeks,  with  some  corrections 
**  in  Mr.  Sime's  own  handwriting." 

Besides,  there  was  a  seizure  of  smuggled  wines  in  his 
Lordship's  cellars,  by  which  the  Viscount  was  thrown  into 
much  fear,  which  gave  the  appellant,  as  Collector  of  Cus- 
toms, an  advantage  over  the  Viscount,  which  he  used  to 
serve  his  own  interest,  by  obtaining  the  lease  in  question. 

The  case,  with  the  proof,  was  reported  to  the  Court» 
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1797.       which  at  first  pronounced  an  interlocntor  for  assoilxiiig  the 

— •    defender,  and  finding  him  entitled  to  expenses.     Bat,  upon 

(iiHB        advising  a  reclaiming  petition  and  answers,  the  Lords  finallj 
vrscouNT     pronounced  this  interlocutor :  "  Sustain  the  reasons  of  re- 
ARuuTR!70TT.  <*  ductiou,  80  far  as  applicable  to  the  additional  period  or 
Mar.  8^1796."  prorogation  given  to  the  defender  by  his  last  lease,  be- 
yond the  endurance  of  his  former  lease ;  and  reduce,  de- 


cern,  and   declare  accordingly.     Find  the  pursuer  ( 
"  spondent)  entitled  to  expenses." 

Against    this    interlocutor    the    present   appeal 
brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant — The  Viscount  Arbuthnott, 
instead  of  being  facile,  was  a  person  of  uncommon  acute- 
ness,  and  showed  great  diligence  and  attention  to  his  af- 
fairs, and  retained  full  possession  of  his  faculties  to  the  last. 
In  these  circumstances,  the  prorogation  of  the  lease  was  a 
fair  and  equal  transaction — the  £10  of  additional  rent  mak- 
ing the  new  rent  equal,  or  nearly  equal,  to  the  value  of  the 
farm.  But,  supposing  the  rent,  with  the  addition,  to  have 
been  below  the  proper  value,  a  prorogation  of  the  lease,  to 
commence  at  the  distance  of  44  years,  was  of  very  trifling 
value,  and  was  only  a  judicious  and  reasonable  encourage- 
m  ent  to  the  appellant,  who  undertook  to  make,  and  was  in 
the  course  of  making,  extensive  improvements  on  the  &ith 
of  it.  2.  In  cases  of  facility,  it  must  be  proved,  not  only  thai 
facility  existed,  but  that  lesion  was  enorm.  In  the  cases  of 
Erslc.  Inst.  B.  minority  it  is  laid  down  that  "  if  the  lesion  be  inconsiderable. 
<,s  ^"'restitution  is  excluded."  Any  lesion,  in  the  present  case, 
must  have  been  to  a  very  trifling  extent ;  and  here  a  dis- 
tinction may  be  made  betwixt  the  case  of  a  sale  and  that  of 
a  lease.  In  a  sale,  it  must  always  be  the  object  of  the 
seller  to  get  the  highest  price  he  can,  and  in  so  far  as  he 
does  not  get  so  high  a  price  as  might  have  been  obtained, 
he  makes  a  bad  bargain  ;  but,  in  letting  a  farm,  it  is  not  the 
object  of  a  prudent  landlord  to  get  the  highest  rent  he  can. 
On  the  contrary,  rack  rents  are  generally  condemned  ;  and 
it  is  considered  as  much  more  for  the  interest  of  the  pro- 
prietor to  accept  of  an  inferior  rent  from  a  really  industrious 
and  substantial  tenant,  than  to  risk  the  farm  in  the  hands 
of  a  tenant  at  a  rent  beyond  what  he  can  pay.  3.  From  a 
fair  examination  of  the  proof  adduced,  it  fully  appears  thai 
no  fraudulent  or  improper  means  were  used  by  the  appel- 
lant in  obtaining  the  prorogation  of  his  lease  in  the  present 
case. 
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Pleaded  for  the  Respondent.-^l.  The  leaae  obtained  bj       1797. 
the  appellant  was  altogether  unequal,  and  that  to  a  degree 


as  to  afford  intrinsic  evidence  that  the  advantage  obtained  ^'v* 
by  the  appellant  must  have  arisen  from  ignorance  and  im-  txscount 
becility  on  the  one  part,  and  improper  influence  or  deception  abbuthmott. 
on  the  other.  The  rent  payable  was  only  £100 ;  but  the 
surplus  rents  drawn  by  the  appellant  from  subsetting  are 
upwards  of  £140,  after  paying  the  principal  rent.  This  of 
itself  was  sufficient  to  strike  strongly  against  the  lease.  2. 
At  the  time  when  this  lease  was  gone  into,  the  Viscount  was 
BO  much  failed,  from  old  age  or  other  infirmities,  as  to  be 
exceedingly  liable  to  imposition,  and  very  unfit  to  enter  into 
any  extraordinary  transaction  of  this  kind.  The  facility  of 
the  Viscount  has  been  proved,  not  merely  by  the  direct  tes- 
timony of  those  vritnesses  who  had  the  best  opportunity  of 
observing  him,  but  by  a  great  number  of  facts  and  circum- 
stances, from  which  any  person  who  is  informed  of  them. 
can  form  an  opinion,  though  the  witnesses  had  not  given  any 
opinion  on  the  subject.  Total  incapacity  or  want  of  under- 
standing is  what  the  respondent  never  alleged,  and  what, 
therefore,  he  is  not  called  on  to  prove.  What  he  offered  to 
prove,  and  what  he  conceives  to  be  sufficient  to  prove^is,  that 
in  the  latter  years  of  the  Viscount's  life,  when  these  leases  were 
granted,  he  was  failed  in  a  very  great  degree,  both  in  body 
and  mind,  so  as  to  be  unfit  to  enter  into  contracts  of  this 
nature,  and  an  easy  pray  to  private  importunity  and  solici- 
tation. What  rendered  this  peculiarly  the  case  with  regard 
to  leases,  was  his  Lordship's  sequestered  mode  of  living,  his 
inability  to  go  over  his  estate,  and  his  total  ignorance  of  the 
extent  or  value  of  his  farms.  These,  joined  to  his  bodily 
infirmities  and  declining  years,  made  him  liable  to  impo- 
eition.  But  when  all  this  is  added  to  the  direct  evidence  of 
the  failure  of  his  mental  faculties,  afford  the  most  incontest- 
able evidence  of  his  being  incapable.  3.  The  presumption 
that  undue  means  were  used  by  the  appellant,  is  strongly 
borne  out  by  the  direct  proof  adduced.  The  definition  of 
fraud,  or  "  dolus  malue,"  iB^'qucevis  caliditasfallacia^  machi-  Dig.  L.  2  §  2 
natioy  ad  circumveniendum,  fallendum,  decipiendum  alte^  DeDoIo  malo. 
rum^  adhibita."  And  surely  under  this  description,  such  in- 
fluence as  that  used  by  the  appellant  must  be  included. 
After  hearing  counsel. 

Lord  Chancellor  Loughborough  said : — 

My  Lords, 

I  think  the  proposal  on  Mr.  Sime's  part  to  the  late  Lord,  for 


4C 


618  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

1797.        an  extended  period  of  bis  then  existing  tack,  whidi  only  expired  in 

1830^  for  thirteen  jears,  at  such  a  distance  of  time  ;  for  which  he 

B0TCHKI8    was  oulj  to  paj  an  additional  rent  of  £10  yearly,  was  such  an  im- 
"*  pudent  proposal,  that  it  would  have  been  rejected  at  ihe  first  bbuk 

'  by  a  person  capable  of  understanding  it. — I  am  of  opinion  too,  with 
the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Session,  that  this  reyersionary  interest  wsi 
thus  acquired  without  consideration  for  it,  by  means  of  the  fear  Loid 
Arbuthnott  had  of  losing  his  pension  from  the  seizure  of  the  wine. 
This  matter  has  been  too  tenderly  handled  in  the  Court  of  Sesaon; 
but  the  Judges  must  haye  been  much  impressed  with  the  conduct 
of  the  appellant^  when  they  loaded  him  with  the  whole  expense  of 
the  litigation,  which  has  been  conducted  in  a  most  intolerable  man- 
ner, and  which  in  all  probability  they  would  not  otherwise  bsTe 
done. 
Appellant  ft        ''  ^^  ^^  impossible  not  to  take  notice  of  the  length  of  the  cases  in  this 
Case  23  pages  cause  ;  they  are  three-fourths  full  of  matter  totally  irreleyant    Hiae 
s^^'d^^t'^^'  cases,  and  others  like  them,  I  belieye  are  drawn  in  Scotland,  snd 
Case  28page8.  ^^^^  ^^'^  ready  drawn  ;  but  it  is  the  duty  of  the  gentlemen  who 
practise  here,  when  they  receiye  such  cases,  to  redraw  thenu" 

It  was  therefore 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  appeal  be  diamiased,  and 
that  the  interlocutors  of  the  Court  below  be  aflBrmed. 

For  Appellant,  Sir  J.  Scott,  J.  JnstrutJier^  J.  Clerk. 
For  Respondent,  R.  Dundas,  T.  Erskine,    W.  Grant, 

J.  Dtckson. 


(M.  2673.) 

Richard  Hotchkis,   W.S.,    Trustee  on  "i 
Bertram,  Gardner  &  Co's  Bankrupt  >    Appellant: 
Estate,        --..-) 

Royal  Bank,  ....  Respcndentt. 

House  of  Lords,  28th  Nov.  1797. 

Compensation — Retention — Bankrupt. — ^The  Royal  Bank  of  Seoi- 
land  found  entitled  to  retain  stock  of  an  insolyent  proprietor,  for 
payment  of  debts  due  to  the  Bank  by  a  Company  of  which  he 
was  a  partner,  against  the  trustee  on  the  bankrupt  estate. 

Adam  Eeir  was  a  partner  of  Bertram,  Gardner  &  Con 
bankers  in  Edinburgh,  who  having  failed  in  1793,  the  appel- 
lant was  appointed  trustee  on  their  sequestrated  estates.  In 
proceeding  to  make  available  the  estate  of  the  companj,  as 
well  as  of  the  individual  partners,  he  found  that  Mr.  Keir 
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was  a  stockholder  in  the  Royal  Bank  of  Scotland  to  the  ez-        1797. 
tent  of  £2000,  and  on  proceeding  to  have  it  sold,  in  order 


that  the  price  might  form  part  of  the  fund  of  division  among  hotchkis 
the  creditors,  the  bank  objected  to  the  sale ;  and  stated  that  rotil  bamk, 
no  transfer  could  be  made  unless  the  price  of  the  stocky 
when  sold,  were  applied  towards  extinction  of  a  large  debt 
due  by  Bertramy  Gardner  ^  Co,  to  the  bank,  they  being 
entitled  to  the  right  of  retention.  The  present  action  of 
declarator  was  then  brought  by  the  appellant,  to  have  it 
found  and  declared  that  the  Royal  Bank  had  no  right  of 
retention  on  the  said  stock,  ^*  but  that  the  same  do  pertain 
"  and  belong  to  the  pursuer  as  trustee  foresaid,  for  behoof 
^^  of  the  creditors  of  the  said  Adam  Keir"  The  main  de- 
fences pleaded  to  this  action  were,  1.  That  the  stock  of  this 
bank  enjoyed  peculiar  privileges.  It  was  of  the  nature  of 
public  funds,  and  by  their  charter  it  is  declared  that  the 
shares  or  interest  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  said  corporation 
**  shall  not  be  liable  to  any  arrestment  or  attachment." 
This  clause  is  repeated  in  the  subsequent  charter  of  the 
bank.  Another  clause  provides,  that  no  person  who  was  in- 
debted to  the  bank  in  calls,  was  to  be  allowed  to  transfer 
their  stock  until  such  "  calls"  were  paid.  2.  That  by  au- 
thority given  in  their  charter,  they  had  a  right  conferred 
upon  them  of  making  byelaws  for  the  government  of  their 
affairs,  so  that  the  said  laws  **  be  not  contrary  to  the  intent 
**  and  meaning  of  these  presents,  or  repugnant  to  the  laws  May  31, 1737. 
**  of  the  realm ;"  that  accordingly  they  enacted  the  bye- 
law  : — '*  That  no  proprietor  who  is  or  shall  become  debtor 
*^  to  the  bank,  shall  be  allowed  to  transfer  his  stock,  or  any 
*'  share  thereof,  but  in  the  presence  of  a  Court  of  Directors, 
**  to  the  end  each  Court  of  Directors,  if  they  think  fit,  may 
**  stop  such  transfer,  until  such  proprietor  find  security  to 
**  the  bank  for  what  he  owes,  to  their  satisfaction/'  3-  In- 
dependently of  this  bye-law,  the  bank  had  a  right  of  re- 
tention, by  the  nature  and  constitution  of  their  company, 
whether  viewed  under  the  common  law  of  Scotland,  or  upon 
the  special  privileges  conferred  by  acts  of  Parliament  and 
Royal  charters.  In  answer  to  this  defence,  it  was  maintain- 
ed  by  the  appellant,  that  neither  by  the  common  law,  nor 
by  the  special  powers  in  their  charters,  had  the  bank,  as  a 
corporate  body,  a  lien  on  the  stock  of  the  individual  members, 
to  the  effect  of  pleading  retention  against  the  right  of  the 
bankrupt  membcr'a  trustee.  That  the  bye-laws  were  ultra 
tnresof  the  powers  conferred  by  their  charters :  and  that  at  all 
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1797.       events  the  general  right  of  retention  here  claimed  for  all 

debts  due  to  the  bank,  was  totally  repugnant  to  the  spirit 

B0TCBKI8    ^^^  meaning  of  these  charters  and  acts  of  parliament,  which 
ROYAL  BANK,  makes  the  stocks  transferable  to  the  fullest  extent,  withoat 
any  limitation  whatever,  except  what  is  contained  in  the 
said  bye- law. 

The  Court,  on  report  of  the  Lord  Ordinaiy,  on  infomiA- 
Feb.  28,1797.  tions,  of  this  date,  sustained  the  defences;  and,  on  re- 
Mar.  11,1797.  claiming  petition,  adhered. 

Against    these   interlocutors   the  present   appeal  was 
brought. 

Pleaded  far  the  AppeUanU — The  bank  has,  at  Gommon 
law,  no  lien  or  right  of  retention  over  the  stock  beloogiog 
to  the  stockholders  tor  debts  due  by  them  to  the  oorporatioB. 
For  these  they  must  rank  against  their  individual  estate  u 
creditors.  It  is  only  under  their  own  bye-law  thai  thej  ctn 
claim  such  a  right  of  retentiop ;  but  although  the  bask  bid, 
by  their  charters,  the  general  power  of  making  such  bye- 
laws,  yet  it  is  only  under  condition  that  such  '*  bye-lawi 
«<  may  not  be  contrary  to  the  intent  and  meaning  of  their 
*'  charter,  or  repugnant  to  the  laws  of  his  Majesty's  realm." 
But  the  bye-law  in  question,  supposing  in  its  import  it  gave 
a  right  of  retention  in  the  circumstances  here  pleaded,  is 
unwarranted  by  the  bank's  ovm  charter ;  and  also  inconsist- 
ent with  the  transferable  nature  of  the  stock.  The  obIj 
case  in  which  the  charters  give  a  right  of  retention  to  stop 
transfers  of  stock  and  payment  of  dividends,  is  the  esse 
where  the  stockholders  are  in  arrear  of  caUs ;  which  most 
be  construed  to  be  the  utmost  limit  to  which  the  bank  csn 
plead  their  right  of  retention.  But  further,  in  the  specisl 
circumstances  of  this  case,  even  if  such  a  right  were  compe- 
tent to  them,  it  cannot  be  pleaded,  because  the  debt  doe  to 
the  bank  is  not  a  debt  due  by  Mr.  Eeir,  the  proprietor  of 
the  stock  ;  but  a  debt  due  by  Bertram,  Gardner  &  Co. 

Pleaded  by  tlie  Respondents, — ^At  common  law  the  bank 
has  a  right  of  retention,  because,  according  to  the  law  of 
Scotland,  when  a  person  is  disabled  by  bankruptcy  from 
discharging  the  obligations  ho  owes,  payment  or  tnuisfer- 
ence  cannot  be  demanded  of  any  money  which  that  other 
owes  him,  either  by  himself  or  by  any  one  claiming  in  his 
right.  The  solvent  person  is  entitled  to  compensate,  and 
retain  for  his  payment  and  security,  any  effects  of  the  bank* 
rupt  legally  placed  in  possession  within  the  statutory  period. 
Nor  is  there  any  distinction  in  this  respect  between  a  pri- 
vate copartnership  and  a  corporation.    The  bye-law  alladed 
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to  was  quite  within  the  spirit,  meaning,  and  powers  of  the      1797. 
charters,  and  is  at  once  decisive  of  this  question.     It  is  not 
pretended  that  Mr.  Keir  was  ignorant  of  this  regulation  ; 
and  that  ever  since  1728  it  had  been  acted  on  without  ques-     boss,  &c. 
tion  or  dispute.    He  must  have  bought  his  stock  in  the  full 
knowledge  that  its  transference  was  subject  to  this  regula- 
tion ;  and  the  bank  advanced  him  money  on  the  faith  that  the 
stock  was  pledged  for  its  repayment.    The  creditors  of  Mr. 
Eeir,  therefore,  can  have  no  better  right  than  Mr.  Keir  him- 
self,  and  must  take  it  tantum  ei  tale  as  in  him.    The  bank's 
power  to  make  such  bye-law  is  not  the  least  shaken  by  a 
right  of  retention  being  given  in  special  cases,  because  such 
special  cases  are  often  inserted  ob  majorem  eautelam,  so  as 
to  apply  to  cases  where  the  right  might  not  otherwise  be 
pleadable.    But  as  the  charters  confer  general  powers  to 
make  bye-laws  for  the  good  of  the  Company  ;  and  as  they 
expressly  declare  the  stock*  not  affectable  by  the  diligence 
of  arrestment  or  attachment,  it  is  obvious  that  the  right  of 
creditors  in  regard  to  this  stock  was  limited  :  and  that  the 
bye-law,  when  enacted,  fell  within  the  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  charters  so  limiting  the  rights  of  creditors. 

After  heariDg  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  said  interlocutors  be  af- 
firmed. 

For  the  Appellant,  W.  Grant,  Wm.  Adam^  John  Clerk. 
For  the  Respondents,  Sir  J.  Scott,  W.  Alexander. 


Mrs.  31.RA.H  Aolionbt,  otherwise  Lowthian,)    j*,„g7/^«*  . 
Widow  of  Richard  Lowthian,  .  » 

Georob  Robs,  Nephew  and  Heir-at-law  oft  ji^^,,dent8. 
Richard  Lowthian,  and  his  Trustees,         ) 

House  of  Lords,  15th  Dec.  1797. 

Widow's  Terce — Jus  Rbliotjb — Heritable  or  Moveable. — (1.) 
A  husband,  before  his  death,  having  estates  both  in  England  and 
Scotland,  executed  a  series  of  deeds,  by  which  he  left  his  wife  the 
fgngliflh  estate,  and  also  the  hferent  of  one  of  the  Scotch  estates,  &c. 
In  a  claim  made  by  her  for  her  widow's  terce  :  Held,  that  the  act 
1681  did  not  refer  to  unilateral  deeds,  but  to  contracts  of  maxriage, 
or  other  such  deeds  of  a  conventional  nature,  to  which  both  hus- 
band and  wife  are  consenting  parties ;  and  therefore  she  was  not 
barred  from  claiming  her  terce  and  jut  relictcs  as  well  as  the  pro- 
visions so  left  her.    (2.)  The  deceased  having  purchased  an  estate, 


622    CASES  ON  APPEAL  PROM  SCOTLAND. 

1797.  and  become  bound  to  pay  all  the  aeller^s  debts,  manjof  whidi 

^  were  heritable  constituted,  (he  having  been  preyiooslj  bound  by 

LowTHKAN        1,^^^^  aloHg  with  the  seller  for  those  debts)  the  question  was,  Whe- 
R088*&c.         ther  this  obligation  was  personal,  and  fell  to  be  deducted  in  es- 
timating the  widow*s  jus  relicta :  Held  that  the  obligation  was 
moveable  in  its  nature^  and  fell  to  be  deducted  in  estimating  the 
moveable  estate* 

Mr.  Lowthian,  who  was  a  Scotsman,  and  domiciled  in 
Scotland,  died  there  possessed  of  considerable  estates  both 
in  Scotland  and  England.  Previous  to  bis  death  he  execut- 
ed a  series  of  deeds  intended  to  settle  his  Scotch  estates, 
and  disponed  them  in  favoar  of  his  wife,  the  appellant  He 
at  same  time,  bj  separate  deeds,  settled  on  her  certain  of 
his  estates  in  England.  The  deeds  in  regard  to  the  Scotch 
estates,  were  made  the  subject  of  a  reduction  by  the  re- 
spondent, the  heir-at-law,  on  the  ground  of  incapacity,  and 
nullities  in  their  execution ;  and  after  considerable  litiga- 
tion, which  ended  in  an  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lord%  the 
deeds  were  set  aside  and  reduced. 

This  reduction  did  not  affect  her  right  to  the  liferent  of 
the  estate  of  Nineholm  in  Scotland,  left  her  by  a  deed  grant- 
ed by  her  husband,  which  was  left  entire  to  her.  She  was 
also  left,  by  separate  deed,  his  whole  plate  and  house- 
hold furniture,  and  by  this  settlement  the  devise  also  of  the 
English  estate. 

The  respondents  then  brought  an  action  of  count  and 
reckoning  against  her,  to  make  her  account  for  her  intro- 
missions with  the  rents,  and  her  management  of  the  estates. 
In  answer  to  this  claim  she  insisted :  1.  That  she  was  entitl- 
ed to  the  rents  of  the  English  estates  devised  to  her  by  her 
husband's  will,  this  not  being^reduced,  and  being  irreducible. 
2.  That  she  was  also  entitled  to  a  third  part  of  the  rents  of  the 
real  estate  in  Scotland  in  which  her  husband  died  infeft,  as 
the  widow's  terce.  3.  Also  to  the  half,  or  relict's  part 
(there  being  no  children)  of  her  husband's  free  moveables^ 
after  deducting  debts  considered  moveable.  The  respond- 
ents contended  that  the  appellant  was  not  entitled  both  to 
the  English  estates,  and  also  to  claim  her  terce  over  the 
Scotch  estates.  That  she  was  only  entitled  to  the  one  or 
the  other,  and  not  to  both;  and  was  bound  to  make  her 
election ;  and  founded  on  the  Scotch  act  of  parliament  1681, 
0.  10,  enacting  that  a  widow  shaU  be  excluded  /ram  her 
tercet  where  the  husband  has  granted  to  her  a  particular 
provision  "  by  a  contract  of  marriage  or  other  writ  before 
**  or  after  marriage,  unless  it  be  expressly  provided  in  the 
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contract  of  marriage  or  other  writ  containing  the  said  pro-       1797. 
viaion,  that  the  wife  shall  have  right  to  a  terce  over  and  ■ 

"  above  the  particular  provision  conceived  in  her  favour."  ^^'^'^^^^^ 
He  admitted  that  she  has  a  right  to  the  half  of  the  move-  boss,  &c. 
ables,  but  there  fell  to  be  deducted  from  these  a  debt  which 
was  moveable  in  its  nature,  namely,  arising  from  an  obliga- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  late  Mr.  Lowthian  to  purchase  the 
late  Mr.  George  Mackenzie's  estate,  and  with  the  price 
thereof  pay  all  George  Mackenzie's  debts,  as  well  as  those 
for  which  he  was  otherwise  bound  for  him  to  his  creditors. 
In  answer  to  this  last  claim  of  deduction,  the  appellant  con- 
tended that  the  debts  alluded  to  were  not  moveable,  and  so 
could  not  diminish  the  relict's  part. 

Of  this  date,  the  Lord  Ordinary,  (Lord  Jdsticb  Clerk)  May  21, 1796. 
pronounced  this  interlocutor,  *<  Finds,  that  in  order  to  bar 
'^  a  claim  to  the  terpe,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  conven- 
*'  tional  provision  should  be  constituted  over  lands  in  Scot- 
land :  Finds  it  acknowledged,  that  the  defender  is  pos- 
sessed of  a  settlement  made  by  her  husband,  in  her  fa- 
TOur,  of  an  estate  belonging  to  him  in  England :  And  in 
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**  respect  it  is  not  alleged  by  the  defender  that  any  other 
*'  person  is  in  possession  of  that  estate,  or  competing  with 
**  her  for  it,  or  that  she  herself  is  not  in  possession  of  it,  in 
**  terms  of  her  said  settlement ;  and  further,  in  respect  that 
*'  she  does  not  offer  to  convey  her  right  to  that  estate  in 
"  favour  of  the  pursuers,  or  even  to  repudiate  her  hus- 
*^  band's  settlement  thereof:  Finds,  that  she  is  not  entitled 
'*  to  claim  a  terce  out  of  the  lands  in  Scotland :  Finds,  that 
the  obligation  granted  by  Mr.  Lowthian  to  the  trustees 
of  George  Mackenzie,  for  the  price  of  the  estate  of  Nether- 
wood,  and  debts  owing  by  George  Mackenzie,  being  of  a 
**  moveable  nature,  must  affect  the  jus  relieta;  and,  there- 
^'  fore,  upon  the  whole,  refuses  the  desire  of  the  represen- 
*'  tation,  adheres  to  the  former  interlocutor,  and  discharges  Jan.  20, 1797. 
*'  any  more  representations."  On  two  separate  reclaiming 
petitions  the  Court  adhered.  •  Feb.  9, 

*  Opiniona  of  Judges : — 

Lord  President  Campbell  said — 

^'  This  is  a  question  upon  the  construction  of  the  act  1681.  The 
terms  of  the  act  are  general,  including  conventional  provisions  of 
whatever  kind ;  2d.  point,  The  interlocutor  is  also  right,  the  obliga- 
tion by  Mr.  Lothian  being  merely  personal.  He  purchased  the 
lands  at  a  certain  price,  and  also  obliged  himself  to  pay  all  Mr. 
Mackenzit'i  debts,  he  being  put  in  possession  of  all  his  funds* 
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1 797.  Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 

Pleaded  by  the  Appellant— Seither  by  the  common  law, 

LowTfliAH  ^Q^  jjy  ^j^^  Statute,  nor  by  the  intention  of  the  deceased,  is 
B08s,*&c.  the  appellant  debarred  from  taking  both  the  lands  devised 
to  her  in  England,  and  her  terce  over  the  lands  in  Scotland, 
because  the  rule,  that  one  who  takes  under  a  will  cannot  set 
up  a  claim  in  contradiction  to  what  is  either  expressed  or 
implied  in  that  will,  does  not  apply  here.  That  rale  is 
always  founded  on  a  presumed  intention  of  the  donor  to  give 
only  one  or  the  other,  unless  a  clear  contrary  intention  to 
give  both  expressly  appear.  Now,  this  contrary  intention 
is  precisely  what  appears  in  this  case.  The  intention  of 
Mr.  Lowthian  to  give  his  wife  at  least  much  more  than  a 
terce  of  his  Scotch  estates,  besides  the  land  in  England,  is 
demonstrable  in  all  his  deeds.  And  the  question  comes  to 
be,  how  far  the  act  1681,  c.  10,  nullifies  that  intention,  and 
debars  her  from  claiming  her  legal  terce  out  of  the  lands  in 
Scotland,  by  the  devise  to  her  of  certain  lands  in  England, 
made  by  her  husband^s  last  will.  On  a  sound  construction 
of  the  statute,  the  ^*  provision"  therein  referred  to,  does  not 
refer  to  deeds  of  a  testamentary  and  unilateral  nature.  It 
refers  only  to  provisions  conferred  by  **  contract  ofmamagty 
"  or  other  writ  before  or  after  marriage"  thereby  compre- 
hending only  those  deeds,  inter  vivos,  to  which  both  hus- 
band and  wife  are  consenting  parties.  It  is  to  mutual  deeds 
to  which  both  parties  consent,  and  which  are  only  of  a  eon- 
ventional  nature,  that  the  act  seems  to  point  at.  The  pre- 
amble sets  forth,  *'  That  sometimes,  through  the  ignorance 
'^  and  inadvertence  of  writers  and  notaries,  clauses  are  in- 
'*  sorted  in  contracts  of  marriage^  containing  provisions  by 
"  husbands  in  favour  of  their  wives,  without  mentioning  the 
"  terce  that  is  due  to  her  by  law,  or  expressing  the  provi- 
"  sion  to  be  granted  in  satisfaction  of  the  terce»  whereby 
"  occasion  is  given  to  relicts  to  claim  a  terce  out  of  their 
"  husband's  estates,  over  and  above  the  provision,"  &c. 
This  whole  preamble,  then,  refers  to  conventional  provisions. 
In  other  words,  those  made  by  writings  or  contracts,  to 
which  both  husband  and  wife  are  parties.  It  is  true,  that 
the  enacting  clause  of  the  statute  is  broader  in  its  terms,  in 
using  words  such  as  these, — ^^  That  in  time  coming,  where 
**  there  shall  be  a  particular  provision  granted  by  a  husband 

*^  On  the  first  point,  Court  unanimously  for  adhering.    2nd  poia^ 
Lord  Justice  Clerk  said.  The  obligation  for  price  dearly  peisaDaL" 
President  Campbell's  Session  Papersi  voL  Ixzxiii. 
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"  in  favour  of  his  wife,  either  in  a  contract  of  marriage  or       1797. 
"  some  other  writ  before  or  after  marriage,  the  wife  shall  be  ■ 

thereby  excluded  from  a  terce  out  of  any  lands  or  annual    i-owthiak 
rents  belonging  to  her  husband,  unless  it  be  expressly    ^oss  &c. 
"  provided  in  the  contract  of  marriage,  or  other  writ  con- 
*'  taining  the  said  provision,  that  the  wife  shall  have  right 
"  to  a  terce  over  and  above  the  particular  provision  con- 
"  ceived  in  her  favour."    But  still  it  is  obvious,  that  the 
"  other  writs"  alluded  to  are  such  deeds'to  which  the  wife 
is  a  party ;  for  otherwise,  unless  this  were  held  to  be  the 
construction  of  the  act,  the  husband  might  cut  off  her  claim 
of  terco  by  providing  her  with  the  most  illusory  provision 
imaginable*-a  jewel,  a  ring,  or  a  trinket,  might  suffice,  and 
be  called  a  provision  in  the  sense  of  the  act.     The  act, 
therefore,  relates  to  grants  of  the  nature  of  an  annuity  or 
jointure,  to  which  both  parties  consent.     This  construction 
is  farther  supported  by  the  rule  in  law,  that  when  general 
words  are  subjoined  to  an  enumeration  of  particulars,  it  can- 
not be  extended  to  things  of  a  different  description.    The 
words  are,    ^*  a  contract  of  marriage,  or  some  other  writ, 
**  BEFOBE  or  after  marriage;"  and  the  particular  specified 
being  a  contract  of  marriage,  the  general  words,  *^some 
other  writ,"  must  be  understood  to  signify  other  writs  of  the 
same  nature,  importing  a  contract  or  agreement  between 
the  parties.     Besides,,  the  preamble  states,  that  sometimes, 
through  the  ignorance  or  inadvertency  of  the  writer,  certain 
things  were  done  *^  contrary  to  the  meaning  and  intention 
**  of  the  parties  contractors;"  from  all  which  it  was  clear 
that  the  act  only  refers  to  a  provision  settled  between  the 
parties  during  their  lives,  by  contract  or  mutual  agreement, 
binding  on  both.     2d.  But  even  supposing  it  to  apply  to 
unilateral  deeds,  such  as  wills,  even  then  the  statute  could 
not  debar  her  from  her  terce,  because,  in  conveying  to  her 
the  English  estate,  it  is  conveyed  to  her  in  exact  words  of 
the  statute,  over  and  above  the  lands  left  to  her  by  the 
Scotch  deed.     3d.  Besides,  the  exclusion  of  the  terce,  im- 
plied in  the  grant,  or  at  least  in  the  acceptance  of  a  con- 
ventional provision,  being  founded  upon  a  statutory  regulation 
of  the  municipal  law  of  Scotland,  is  ineffectual  beyond  the 
territory  of  the  legislature  which  enacted  it,  and  cannot  be 
applied  to  a  landed  estate  in  England  or  any  foreign  coun- 
try*     The  framers  of  the  act  1681,  had  in  view  nothing  but 
Scots  deeds  and  Scots  property,  as  is  evidenced  by  the  words 
of  the  preamble,  as  well  as  the  enacting  clause  of  the  act. 
VOL.  ni.  2  s 
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1797.  It  refers  expresdy  to  terce,  which  10  a  legal  proriaioii  011I7 
applicable  to  Scotland,  and  to  lands  in  Scot^d,  and  con- 
sequently  the  statate  cannot  be  extended  to  proTisioiis  out 

BOSS,  &c.  of  lands  in  England,  or  any  other  country,  because  the 
enactment,  from  its  whole  scope  and  tenor,  was  not  so  in- 
tended to  be  so  extended.  The  rules  in  the  law  of  England 
are  the  very  reverse  of  those  in  Scotland,  in  regard  to  ndi 
provisions.  In  order  that  a  jointure,  settled  on  a  wife,  my 
exclude  from  her  dower,  it  must  be  particularly  expressed  to 
be  in  satisfaction  of  her  whole  dower ;  but  according  to  tke 
Scots  statute,  the  provision  excludes  her  from  her  teree, 
unless  the  deed  bears  that  she  is  to  have  the  terce  also.  A 
voluntary  provision  to  a  wife  out  of  English  lands,  hj  an 
English  deed,  can  never  be  held  to  be  the  provisioii  to 
which  the  Scots  act  applies 

Jus  relict(B. 

Mr.  Lowthian  took  upon  himself  the  payment  of  George 
Mackenzie's  debts,  some  of  which  were  clearly  heritable  by 
constitution ;  but  he  undertook  this  obligation  as  conneeted 
with  the  purchase  of  his  estate. — **  I  hereby  agree  to  be- 
'*  come  purchaser  thereof,  at  twenty-five  years'  purchiie 
"  of  the  present  free  rental  of  those  subjects.  And  as  I 
**  have  already  agreed  to  make  payment  of  all  Mr.  Maeken- 
"  zie's  debts,  I  eapect  to  be  put  in  possession  of  aU  hisfimit, 
**  and  shall  oblige  myself  to  hold  you  indemnified  firoa  aS 
**  challenge  at  the  instance  of  any  of  my  heirs,''  &c<  If  be 
had  substituted  his  own  obligation  to  tbe  creditors  for  tboM 
debts,  then  the  obligation  would  have  been  moveable;  bit 
as  this  obligation  is  undertaken  to  third  parties,  M'Kenae's 
trustees,  he  was  put  under  the  same  obligation  as  M'Keoiie 
was,  which  was  confessedly  heritable,  and  therefore  tins 
obligation  ought  not  to  affect  the  yti^  reUctcR. 

Pleaded  by  the  Respondents, — Terce.  The  preamble  and 
enacting  clause  of  the  statute,  quoted  by  the  appellant,  are 
so  clear,  that  there  is  neither  occasion  for  commentary  ff 
room  for  construction  on  them.  The  great  object  of  tfaii 
statute  was  to  provide  against  the  evil  of  omitting  to  neo- 
tion  about  the  terce,  in  conferring  special  provisioiis,  by 
which,  contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  deceased,  the  widow 
has  got  often  both  the  one  and  the  other.  But  the  statate 
now  declares,  that  a  provision  to  a  wife  shall  be  held  to  ei- 
clude  the  terce,  unless  it  be  expressly  provided  to  her  ovtf 
and  above  her  terce.  And  there  is  no  ground  whatever 
for  contending  that  this  enactment  has  reference  only  ^ 
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deeds  of  provision  in  the  nature  of  contracts,  and  to  which       1797. 
the  wife  is  a  party.    The  terms  of  the  act  are  general,    ■ 
"  where  there  shall  be  a  particular  provision  granted  by   ^^^'^^^^^ 
**  a  husband  in  favour  of  his  wife,  either  in  a  contract    boss,  &c. 
''  of  marriage,  or  some  other  writ,  before  or  ajier  marriage." 
The  leading  feature,  and  chief  object  in  the  act  is  therefore 
to  correct  the  omission  in  men  of  business  neglecting  to 
insert  an  express  exclusion  of  the  terce  ;  and  it  equally  ap- 
plies to  provisions  when  given  by  way  of  mutual  contract, 
or  in  the  way  of  an  unilateral  donation.    This  is  the  fair 
construction  of  the  statute.    The  widow  has  her  election 
which  to  take,  and  thus  law  does  full  justice  to  her.    2. 
There  is  no  clause  in  any  of  the  deeds  giving  the  appellant 
a  right  to  terce  over  and  above  the  conventional  provisions. 
And  it  is  no  evidence  of  this,  that  after  settling  his  whole 
Scots  estates  on  her,  he  settled  the  English  estates  in  addition 
thereto,  because  the  whole  deeds  as  to  the  Scotch  estate  being 
now  reduced,  must  be  looked  at,  and  considered  as  not  the 
deeds  of  Mr.  Lowthian.    Of  the  contents  of  these  ho  knew 
nothing.   The  import  was  carefully  concealed  from  him ;  and 
he  did  not  know  in  whose  name  and  for  whose  behoof  they 
were  executed.    3.  The  respondents  do  not  maintain  that 
the  act  of  Parliament  can  regulate  estates  in  England.    The 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session  does  not  trench  on  that 
principle*    The  interlocutor  only  finds  that  the  widow,  hav* 
ing  accepted  a  conventional  provision,  could  not  claim  her 
terce  in  Scotland.    The  act  does  not  nmke  any  distinction 
as  to  how,  where,  and  from  what  source  the  provision  is  pay- 
able.   It  does  not  confine  it  to  estates  or  funds  in  Scotland. 
The  act  says  nothing  about  estates  in  England.    And  the 
Court,  not  looking  to  the  source  from  which  the  conventional 
provision  was  payable,  but  to  the  fact  that  it  was  a  provi- 
sion, they  determined   solely  upon   the   heritable  right 
claimed  by  the  widow  to  her  terce  in  Scotland. 

Jus  Relictce, 
The  obligation  to  pay  George  M'Eenzie's  debts  was  no 
doubt  connected  with  an  obligation  to  pay  the  price  of  his 
lands,  but  an  obligation  to  pay  the  price  of  his  lands,  under- 
taken to  his  trustees,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  to  pay  all  his 
debts,  so  far  as  it  would  go,  and  all  others,  in  so  far  as  he 
was  otherwise  bound,  was  a  personal  obligation.  In  so  far, 
therefore,  as  those  debts  were  not  all  paid  at  the  time  of 
Hr.  Lowthian's  death,  it  follows,  as  a  consequence  of  this 
personal  obligation^  that  they  attach  to  the  personal  estate. 
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1797.       The  obligation  to  pay  the  price  of  tho  estate  to  George 

"         "^    M'Kenzie's  creditors  was  undoubtedly  personal  as  to  Mr. 

t7.  Lowthian,  and  fell  therefore  against  his  personal  estate, 

ROSS,  &c.     without  respect  to  whether  there  were  some  of  the  debts 

due  to  creditors  heritable  or  not ;  because  all  obligations  for 

sums  of  money  are  stia  natura  moveable,  unless  constitoted 

by  heritable  bond,  which  Mr.  Lowthian's  obligaUon  was 

not. 

Lord  Chancellor  Loughborough  said, — 
«  My  Lords, 

"  This  cause  is  of  some  importance  in  the  law  of  Scotland,  and  de- 
serring  of  your  Lordships*  attention.  It  contains  two  principal 
questions,  Ist,  Whether  an  estate  in  Cumberland,  devised  by  tke 
will  of  Mr.  Lowthian  to  his  wife  in  fee,  is  a  bar  to  her  claiming  teroe 
or  dower  out  of  his  real  estate  in  Scotland  ?  And  if  it  be  not  a  bar, 
-whether  it  shall  not  put  the  widow  to  her  election,  either  to  renoonee 
the  terce  or  the  estate  ?  I  state  it  in  this  double  point  of  view  ;  be- 
cause there  was  some  confusion  in  the  Court  below,  in  dbtingnishi]^ 
whether  the  taking  the  estate  did  bar  the  terce,  or  put  the  widow 
to  her  election. 

^'  The  second  question  is,  Whether  a  debt,  or  certain  debts,  on-iiig 
hy  Mr.  Lowthian,  are  to  be  deducted  from  the  widow*8  half  of  his 
personal  estate,  in  a  due  proportion  ;  or  whether  the  same  sLaii  faU 
solely  on  his  next  of  kin.  Of  these  there  were  two  classes,  one  for 
the  price  of  an  estate  bought  from  the  trustees  of  Geoige  Blacken- 
zia ;  and  the  other,  the  debts  due  by  Mackenzie,  which  Mr.  Low- 
thian became  bound  jointly  with  him  to  discharge  ;  but  I  make  no 
distinction  between  these  two  classes. 

^^  On  the  first  point,  Whether  the  devise  of  a  real  estate  in  JSag* 
land  be  a  bar  to  terce  in  Scotland  ?  I  shall  submit  to  your  LordsliiiM 
a  few  short  observations,  on  what  I  have  observed  in  the  law  of  Soot- 
land  with  regard  to  terce.  By  the  decisions,  previous  to  the  act  of 
Parliament  1681,  it  was  held  that  a  provision,  to  a  wife  of  the  life- 
rent of  a  great  part  of  her  husband*s  estate,  did  not  bar  her  teioe 
as  to  the  remainder ;  nor  is  this  rule  remarkable,  for  the  same  pre- 
vails in  this  country.  In  1681,  a  case  occurred,  reported  by  Fountain- 
hall,  which  brought  this  rule  into  question ;  a  gentleman,  in  his  eon- 
tract  of  marriage,  provided  his  wife  to  a  jointure  of  a  moiety  of  hts 
real  estate,  and  she  afterwards  claimed  her  dower  out  of  the  remain- 
der. Sir  George  Mackenzie  mentions  that  this  case  was  rtferred 
from  the  Session  to  the  Parliament ;  that  was  an  inaccuracy  of  ex- 
pression ;  the  cause  was  not  referred  to  the  Parliament  to  be  tne^ 
but  only  to  the  effect  of  producing  an  act  of  Paritament,  which  was 
passed,  not  having  a  retrospective  effect,  but  providing  in  fatoie  tkat 
the  question  could  only  arise  from  the  ignorance  or  inadverteDoe  of 
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agents.  It  was  therefore  enacted  (1681)  that  the  prorisions  made  bj 
contract  on  a  wife,  before  or  after  marriage,  should  be  a  bar  to  the 
terce,  where  the  settlement  had  said  nothing  to  the  contraiy. 

*'  All  the  text  aathorities  in  the  law  of  Scotland  agree,  and  the  lan- 
guage of  the  law,  calling  this  a  conventional  provision,  and  the  words 
used  in  the  pleadings  in  the  cause,  evince  the  sense  of  the  statute, 
and  describe  the  bar  of  dower  as  by  conventional^  not  bj  revocable 
provisions.  Wherever  the  act  applies,  it  is  compulsory,  and  impera- 
tive, and  no  election  is  given.  Tkat  is  the  bar  uniformly  described  to 
which  the  act  applies  a  compulsory  effect ;  The  widow  cannot  set 
aside  conventional  provisions ;  but,  in  the  case  of  a  provision  after 
marriage,  which  can  be  set  aside,  the  wife  is  not  barred  from  her 
terce  ;  but  if  she  claim  it,  she  cannot  take  both,  and  may  be  put 
upon  her  election. 

*'  This  was  the  effect,  and  thd  whole  effect,  of  the  act  1681 ;  it  re- 
moved former  prejudices,  and  restored  a  liberty  to  the  courts  to  con- 
aider  whether  provisions  revocable,  or  revocable  sub  modo^  should 
not  put  the  widow  to  accept  the  legal  provisions,  or  renounce  them. 
No  doubt  is  held  that  provisions  out  of  land  by  deed,  voluntary  or 
properly  revocable,  mght  put  the  widow  to  her  election ;  provisions 
out  of  personal  estate  by  will  might  do  the  same.  Beyond  all  con- 
troversy, express  words  in  a  deed  would  do  this,  or  if  there  were  a 
presumption  that  the  will  of  the  grantor  was  such,  the  widow  might 
be  put  to  her  election. 

'^  With  respect  to  Mr.  Lowthian  s  will,  no  ground  of  presumption 
appears,  that,  by  a  devise  in  fee  of  an  estate  in  England,  he  meant  to 
bar  the  appellant's  dower  out  of  his  Scots  estates.     I  lay  no  stress  on 
the  circumstance  of  its  being  an  English  estate.     A  life-interest  in 
an  estate  in  England,  or  out  of  money  in  the  funds,  might  put  her  to 
her  election ;  but,  in  the  case  of  the  grant  of  an  estate  in  Scotland,  if 
infecy  I  should  hold  it  no  bar  to  terce  or  reason  to  go  to  election  {  if 
in  liferent  it  would  be  different.   It  is  a  strong  feature  in  the  present 
case,  that  this  plea  is  only  set  up  against  the  terce,  and  that  the  wi- 
dow has  a  great  interest  in  the  personal  estate  as  relict ;  if  Mr.  Low- 
thian had  meant  to  exhaust  his  bounty  by  the  devise  of  the  estate, 
he  would  have  provided  that  the  jus  relictas  should  be  cut  off  as 
-tvell  as  the   terce.      There  occurs  one  observation  more  upon  this 
point.    I  find,  in  reading  the  will,  a  strong  circumstance  against 
presuming  thut  Mr.  Lowthian  meant  to  restrict  his  widow  to  the 
-will  ;    he  there  refers  to  certain  deeds  which  he  mentions  to  have 
executed.     In  the  pleadings,  there  was  a  see* saw  sort  of  argument 
upon  this  point ;  that  these  de^ds  were  set  aside  on  account  of  fraud 
or  circumvention,  and  that  they  were  not  the  deeds  of  Mr.  Lowthian  ; 
but  whenever  an  heir-at-law  does  not  set  aside  a  will,  he  is  bound 
to  admit  it  altogether,  and  he  cannot  cut  and  carve  upon  it ;  it  must 
be  held  a  sound  will,  and  the  testator  as  of  competent  understnnding. 
At  the  beginning  of  this  will,  there  is  no  appearance  of  restriction 


1797. 

IiOWTUlAlf 

t'. 
BOSS,  &C. 
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1797.        on  the  widow*    I  am  therefore  for  lereiaiig  the  interiocofton  o£  Aft 

— —    Court  upon  this  point. 

LowTHiAN        *^  On  the  2nd  point,  though  I  agree  with  the  judgment  of  Aa 
^*  Court ;  yet^  as  a  yery  able  and  ingenious  argument  was  maintnined 

'  by  the  appellant,  I  am  called  upon  to  say  something  on  the  sabject. 

Ist  Undoubtedly  I  must  fed  touched  also,  as  stated  by  Mr.  Omak, 
with  the  unanimous  decision  of  the  Court  on  a  point  of  Soots  fanr  ; 
but,  2nd.  £  do  not  go  upon  that  only,  but  upon  the  principle  of  Ae 
decision,  which  appears  to  me  to  be  right 

*'  Mr.  Lowthian  was  bound  in  sereral  debts  of  George  Madm- 
zie's,  which  fell  to  be  paid  by  lus  next  of  kin  s  but  they  would  hste 
been  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  out  of  the  estate  of  Madcsnxie;  m 
the  widow  did  not  lose  by  the  active  debts  ;  so  she  ought  not  to  gain 
by  the  passive  debts. 

<<  Mr.  Lowthian  was  the  arbiter  of  hb  own  suooessiony  as  to  what 
should  be  heritable  or  moveable,  and  his  heirs  who  succedi  ex  i^ 
must  take  it  as  they  find  it.  What  is  it  that  he  has  therefore  done? 
He  was  bound  to  pay  Mackenzie's  debts,  but  he  had  a  right  of  re- 
lief against  his  estate  ;  he  anticipates  that,  by  taking  the  estate  widi 
the  chaige  of  all  Mackenzie's  debts,  which  he  peraooalhr  undertakes 
to  pay  in  an  aggregate  sum,  not  distinguishing  principol  from  in* 
terest  But  he  was  relieved  ^om  this  obligation  by  Mackeoae's 
estate ;  and  he  has  dejado  recelTed  from  it  wherewith  to  pay  the 
debts. 

^^  The  form  given  to  this  was  a  sale  of  Mackenzie's  estate,  at 
twenty-five  years  purchase,  uUra  all  debts  affecting  it,  whicb  M& 
Lowthian  undertook  to  pay.  To  Mackenzie's  representatives,  these- 
fore,  he  was  only  liable  for  the  price  of  the  estate  (£28,000)  at 
twenty-five  years'  purchase,  and  an  unliquidated  amount  of  d^its ; 
and  he  was  not  to  be  discharged  of  his  obligation  till  all  the 
were  paid.  It  was  therefore  merely  a  purchase  of  lands,  lor  aa 
defined  sum,  which  Mr.  Lowthian  made ;  and  as  the  widow  wiD  be 
entitled  to  her  terce  out  of  the  lands,  it  seems  jost  that  those  debts 
which  formed  the  price  of  the  lands  should  be  deducted  ottt  of  the 
jus  relicla" 

I  therefore  move,  that  it  be 

Ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  interlocator  of  the 
Lord  Ordinary,  of  6tb  February  1796,  in  so  far  as  it 
finds,  That  in  respect  Mrs.  Lowthian  has  accepted  of 
a  provision  of  an  estate  in  England,  that  she  is  not  en- 
titled to  claim  a  terce  out  of  the  lands  in  Scotland ; 
and  the  interlocutor  of  the  Lord  Ordinary,  of  the  21st 
May  1796,  in  as  far  as  it  finds.  That  in  respect  it  is  not 
alleged  by  the  defender  that  any  other  person  is  la 
possession  of  that  estate,  or  competing  with  her  for  it» 
or  that  she  herself  is  not  in  possession  of  it  in  terms  of 
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her  husband's  settlement ;  and  in  respect  that  she  does       1797. 
not  offer  to  convey  her  right  to  that  estate  in  fayour  of  - 

the  pursuers,  or  even  to  repudiate  her  husband's  settle-  »albtmpl» 
ment  thereof,  therefore  that  she  is  not  entitled  to  claim  pdxx«mok, 
a  terce  out  of  the  lands  in  Scotland  ;  and  the  interlo-        &<?• 
outers  of  the  Lords  of  Session,  of  the  20th  January  and 
9th  of  February  1797,  in  so  far  as  they  adhere  to  the 
parts  of  the  Lord  Ordinary's  interlocutor  above  men- 
tioned, be,  and  the  same  is  hereby  reversed ;  and  it  is 
hereby  declared,  that  the  appellant,  Mrs.  Lowthian,  is 
not  bound  to  give  up  the  benefit  of  the  devise  to  her  by 
the  will  of  the  12th  October  1782,  and  codicil  thereto 
of  her  husband,   befote   she  can  be  admitted  to  the 
possession  of  her  terce  out  of  the  lands  in  Scotland : 
And  it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  rest  of 
the  said  several  interlocutors  be  aflSrmed. 

For  Appellant,  Sir  John  Scott,  M.  Boss,  Wm.  Tait. 
For  Eespondents,  W.  Grant,  Geo.  Ferguson. 


[Bargany  Cause.] 

Sir  Hew  Hamilton  Dalrtmple  of  Bargany  1 

and  North  Berwick,         .        .        .        /    ^PP^^^^^: 

Mrs.  Fullerton  and  Husband^        .        .        Respondents. 

House  of  Lords,  18th  Deo.  1797. 

Entail —  Contravention  —  Prescriptive  Right — Minority. — 
A  party  was  said  to  have  contravened  the  prohibitions  of  an  en- 
fail,  and  to  have  made  up  titles  not  under  the  entail,  but  other- 
wise, upon  which  he  possessed  unchallenged  by  the  next  substi- 
tute heir  of  entail  for  more  than  forty  years.  In  a  question  with 
an  heir-substitute,  who  was  a  minor  at  the  time  this  contravention 
took  place,  Held  in  the  Court  of  Session,  that  in  this  case,  in 
computing  the  period  of  prescription,  the  period  of  the  substitute- 
heir  of  entail's  minority  was  to  be  deducted,  and  therefore  that 
there  was  no  sufficient  title  to  exclude.  On  appeal  to  the  House 
of  Lords,  the  case  was  remitted,  with  an  instruction  to  the  Court 
of  Session  to  review  their  interlocutor.  And  opinion  indicated, 
that  if  the  pursuer  could  establish  that  she  was  in  the  situation  of 
next  heir-substitute  of  entail,  that  she  might  plead  her  minority. 

Mr.  John  Hamilton,  otherwise  Dalrymple,  second  son 
procreated  between  Sir  Robert  Dalrymple  of  Castletown, 
and  Joanna  Hamilton,  only  daughter  of  John,  Master  of 
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1797.       Barganj,  obtained  from  tho  Crown  a  charter  of  reBignation 

of  the  barony  and  lands  of  Bargany,  limiting  the  succession 

^  ^    V,      *"  to  the  heirs  whatsoever  of  his  body ;  whom  failing,  to  the 


FDLLKRTON,  otbor  hoirs  whatsoever  of  the  body  of  Joanna  Hamilton, 
jyi  ^^  J  J49  mother,  without  division;  whom  failing,  to  the  other  heirs 
"  female  of  the  body  of  the  deceased  John  Lord  Bargany,  &c. 
Upon  this  charter  sasine  followed,  and  Mn  Hamilton  pos- 
sessed the  estate  of  Bargany  on  this  title  for  fifty  years, 
thereby  acquiring  an   unchallengeable   prescriptive  right. 
On  failure  of  heirs  of  his  body,  the  succession  by  the  above 
charter,  devolved  on  the  appellant,  under  the  description  of 
nearest  heir  whatsoever  of  the  body  of  Joanna  Hamilton. 

Prior  to  this  deed  in  1742  the  lands  stood  devised  thus : 
June  1688.  In  the  year  1688,  Lord  Bargany  had  executed  a  deed  of  en- 
tail, by  which  the  succession  to  his  estate  was  limited  to  his 
eldest  sou  John,  Master  of  Bargany,  and  the  heirs  male  of 
his  body ;  whom  failing,  to  William  his  second  son,  and  the 
heirs  male  of  his  body ;  whom  failing,  to  the  heirs  male  to 
be  procreated  of  his  own  body  ;  whom  failing,  to  the  eldest 
heir-female  of  his  own  body,  and  the  descendants  of  her 
body  without  division ;  whom  failing,  to  the  next  heir-fe- 
male to  be  procreated,  &c. 

This  deed  contained  a  condition,  that  the  heirs  of  entail 
should  use  and  bear  the  surname,  arms,  and  designation  of 
Hamilton  of  Bargany,  but  without  any  prohibition  to  nse 
any  other  name  or  designation  alonff  with  it ;  and  it  also 
contained  the  usual  irritant  and  resolutive  clauses  against  con- 
tracting debt,  selling  the  estate,  or  altering  the  course  of 
succession  which  it  prescribed. 

John,  Master  of  Bargany,  the  institute  in  this  entail,  died 
before  his  father  in  1709^  leaving  an  only  daughter,  Joanna^ 
1707.  who,  in  1707,  had  been  married  to  Sir  Robert  Dalrymple  of 
Castletown^  eldest  son  of  Sir  Hew  Dalrymple  of  North  Ber- 
wick, Bart.,  ^Lord  President  of  the  Court  of  Session.  Under 
the  limitation  in  the  entail,  William,  afterwards  Lord  Bar- 
gany, succeeded  to  the  deceased,  and  was  accordingly  served 
heir  of  tailzie  and  provision  in  general  to  John,  Master  of 
Bargany. 

William,  Lord  Bargany,  died  in  1712,  leaving  one  son, 
James,  and  a  daughter,  Grizel,  afterwards  married  to  Thomas 
Buchan  of  Cairnbulg.  James  became  Lord  Bargany,  was 
served  heir  of  tailzie  and  provision  in  general  to  bis  father, 
and,  dying  in  1737,  without  issue,  in  him  ended  the  male 
succession  of  John  Lord  Bargany,  the  maker  of  the  entaiL 

Upon  this  event,  a  question  arose,  who  was  encitled  next 
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to  succeed  by  entail  under  the  description  of  eldest  heir-        ^g^ 
female  of  the  bodj  of  John  Lord  Barganj.     In  this  compe- 


tition,  the  claimants  were  the  late  Sir  Hew  Dalrjmple  of  dalrtuplb 
North  Berwick,  the  appellant's  father,  and  eldest  son  of  the  ^' 

marriago  between  Joanna  Hamilton  and  Sir  Hew  Dalrym-  &c, 
pie  of  Castletown ;  Sir  Alexander  Hope  of  Eerse,  eldest  son 
of  Nicholas  Hamilton,  only  daughter  of  John  Lord  Bargany ; 
and  Mary  Buchan,  daughter  of  Grizel  Hamilton,  only  daugh- 
ter of  William  Lord  Bargany.  By  judgment  of  your  Lord- 
ships, it  was  decided  that  **  The  estate  of  Bargany  did  de- 
"  scend  to  Sir  Hew  Dalrymple,  eldest  son  of  the  daughter,  March  1739. 
"  and  only  child  of  John,  Master  of  Bargany,  and  that  he 
**  ought  to  be  served  heir  of  tailzie  and  provision  to  the  late 
**  James,  Lord  Bargany." 

Sir  Robert  Dalrymple  was  the  eldest  son  of  Sir  Hew  Dal- 
rymple of  North  Berwick,  (Lord  President  of  the  Court  of 
Session).  By  an  entail  executed  by  his  father,  (the  said  1707. 
Hew),  he  settled  his  estate  of  North  Berwick  on  the  heirs 
male  of  his  son.  Sir  Robert  Dalrymple's  marriage  with  Joanna 
Hamilton,  with  a  proviso,  that  if  at  any  future  period  the  es- 
tate of  Bargany  should  devolve  upon  the  heir  male  of  that 
marriage,  in  that  case,  by  accepting  the  succession  to  Bar« 
gany,  the  heir  should  forfeit  his  right  to  the  estate  of  North 
Berwick ;  reserving  ample  powers  to  discharge  or  qualify  the 
whole,  or  any  part  of  the  prohibitory  or  irritant  clauses.  Sir 
Robert  Dalrymple  died  in  1734,  leaving  three  sons,  Hew 
Dalrymple,  afterwards  Sir  Hew  Dalrymple  the  eldest,  the 
father  of  the  appellant  John  Dalrymple  (afterwards  called 
Hamilton)  the  second,  and  Robert,  the  third  son,  who  died 
without  issue ;  and  two  daughters,  Marion,  grandmother  of 
the  respondent,  and  Elizabeth,  deceased. 

Sir  Robert  Dalrymple's  father,  the  maker  of  the  entail  of 
North  Berwick,  being  still  alive,  when  his  son  died,  having 
survived  him  for  many  years,  ho  seemed  to  have  altered  his 
views  as  to  preserving  a  separate  representation  in  his  family, 
for,  by  deed  of  this  date,  he  declared  that  the  non-inserting  the  Nov.  1, 1734. 
said  clauses  relating  to  the  estate  of  Bargany,  in  his  grand- 
son's service,  as  heir  of  tailzie,  should  not  infer  any  irritancy 
against  him. 

On  his  death,  his  grandson  succeeded,  became  Sir  Hew 
Dalrymple,  and  served  heir  in  special,  and  was  feudally  in-       1734, 
vested  with  the  estate  of  North  Berwick,  free  of  any  limita« 
tion  or  restraint  to  prevent  him  or  his  descendants  from 
holding  it  and  the  estate  of  Bargany  together,  and  under 
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1797,       this  title  he  possessed  for  fifty-six  years,  imtU  his  death  in 
1790}  when  the  appeUant,  his  son,  succeeded. 


DALRTWPLB  Boforo  his  death,  and  in  1739,  the  succession  to  tbe  Bar- 
FDLLERTON  S^^J  cstatos  had  opened;  and  in  the  competition  which 
&c.  arose  thereon,  he,  Sir  How  Dalrymple,  was  preferred  aa  the 
descendant  of  the  body  of  Joanna  Hamilton,  under  the  des- 
tination in  the  entail  of  that  estate  of  1688.  Although  he 
was  thus  successful,  yet  he  never  made  up  titles ;  and  after- 
wards by  a  deed,  reciting  the  two  entails  of  Bargany  and 
Aug.  1740.  Korth  Berwick,  "  he  repudiated  and  refused  to  accept  of 
the  succession  to  the  estate  of  Bargany,"  in  favour  of  John 
Hamilton,  otherwise  Dalrymple,  the  next  heir  of  tail&e, 
and  "  consented  '*  that  he  should  make  up  titles  to  the 
same.  Accordingly,  the  crown  charter  and  infeftment  in 
1742.  3  742,  above  referred  to,  was  ezpede  by  Mr.  Hamilton.  This 
charter  ran  as  follow  :  **  Dilecto  nostro  Joanni  Hamilton  de 
<<  Barganie,  jurisconsnlto,  filio  secundo  demortni  Domini  Bo- 
"  berti  do  Castletown  procreat,  inter  ilium  et  demortnam 
"  Dominam  Joanna  Hamilton  unicam  filiam  demortui  Joannii 
"  Magistri  de  Barganie  et  sic  hssredum  femellam  demortni 
<<  Joannis  Domini  Barganie,  ejus  avi  et  hsredibus  quibns- 
*'  cunque  ex  corpore  diet.  Joannis  Hamilton ;  quibus  defioen- 
**  tibus  alijs  hasredibus  quibuscunqueex  corpore  diet.  Domims 
"  JoannsB  Hamilton  procreat  inter  illam  et  diet.  Dominum 
*'  Robertum  Dalrymple  absque  divisione;  quibus 
''  alijus  hsBredibus  femellis  ex  corpore  diet. 
"  Barganie  absque  divisione,"  &c.  Then  followed  the  strict 
prohibitory  irritant  and  resolutive  clauses,  with  limitations 
precisely  similar  to  the  original  tailzie  of  Bargany. 

In  1780,  Mr.  Hamilton,  in  contravention  of  the  entafl 
1688,  executed  a  disposition  of  the  estate  of  Bargany,  by 


which  he  disponed  the  same  to  himself  and  the  heirs  of  his 
body,  *'  whom  failing,  to  Sir  Hew  Dalrymple,  Bart,  and  lis 
"  heirs  of  his  body,  without  division,  whom  failing,  to  the  next 
<^  heir  of  the  body  of  the  said  John  Lord  Bargany,  and  the 
«<  other  heirs  of  entail,  contained  in  the  entail  of  1688,  exe- 
'<  cuted  by  the  said  Lord  John  Bargany,"  and  infeftment  was 
taken  upon  by  this  disposition. 

Upon  the  above  charter,  1742,  Mr.  Hamilton  enjoyed  the 
estate,  without  chaUeoge,  for  forty  years,  until  the  respond* 
ent  brought,  as  above  set  forth,  the  present  reduction  and 
declarator  against  the  late  Mr.  John  Hamilton  (who  died 
during  the  action)  and  the  appellant 

This  action  was  founded  on  the  contravention  of  the 
entail,   as  to  the  Bargany  estate,  in  the  person  of  Sir 
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Hew  Dalrjmple,  and  set  forth,  that  after  having  made  up       1797. 

titles  to  North  Berwick,  he  had  succeeded  to  the  Bargany    ~ 

estate ;  that  he  had  assumed  the  surname  of  Hamilton  of         ^^ 
Bargany,  and  had  entered  into  possession  by  intromitting  fullebton, 
with  the  rents ;  that  he  had  afterwards  repudiated  the  sue-        ^^' 
cession  in  favour  of  his  younger  brother,  Mr.  Hamilton,  by 
which  he  attempted  to  alter  the  order  of  succession ;  that 
John  Hamilton  had  accepted  the  estate,  and  made  up  titles 
in  the  character  of  nearest  heir-male  of  John  Lord  Bargany, 
which  he  could  not  be,  so  long  as  his  elder  brother  was 
alive ;  and  that  both  Sir  Hew  and  his  brother,  Mr.  Hamil- 
ton,  had  therefore  contravened  and  forfeited  for  themselves 
and  the  issue  of  their  bodies,  the  said  estate  of  Bargany, 
leaving  the  succession  open  to  the  respondent  as  next  sub- 
stitute, and  nearest  heir  of  Joanna  Hamilton.    The  action, 
therefore,  contained  a  declarator  of  irritancy  against  iedl  prior 
substitutes  under  the  entail  1688. 

In  defence  against  this  action,  the  appellant  produced  his 
charter  of  1742,  and  sasine  thereon,  as  a  prescriptive  title  to 
exclude.  Against  this  title  to  exclude,  it  was  pleaded,  1st, 
That  the  charter  and  sasine  were  themselves  brought  under  * 
reduction.  2d,  That  this  investiture  was  not  secured  by 
the  positive  prescription,  because  of  its  interruption  by  Mrs. 
FuUerton's  minority  from  1768  to  1784. 

The  case,  then,  resolved  itself  into  the  question  of  pre- 
scription, and  whether  that  prescription  had  been  inter- 
rupted by  Mrs.  FuUerton's  minority  ?  Opposed  to  this  plea 
of  interruption  of  prescription,  two  grounds  were  taken :  1st, 
That  the  years  of  minority  do  not  in  any  case  form  a  deduc- 
tion from  the  positive  prescription  ;  2d,  That  even  admit- 
ting the  contrary,  yet  that  substitute  heirs  of  entail  were 
not  entitled  to  plead  minority. 

The  Lord  Justice  Clerk,  Ordinary,  found,  "  That  in  com-  Mar.ll,  1795. 
"  puting  the  period  of  prescription,  the  years  of  the  pursu** 
'*  er's  minority  are  not  to  be  deducted  ;  and  in  respect  that 
**  the  charter  and  sasine  1742  are  ex  facie  unexceptionable, 
and  that  no  nullity  or  objection  does  from  thenee  appear 
to  lie  against  them  ;  and  that  it  is  averred  by  the  defend- 
er, and  not  denied  by  the  ptirsuers,  that  the  defender  has. 
''  in  virtue  of  that  investiture,  possessed  the  estate  of  Bar- 
*'  gany  from  the  date  thereof  to  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  without  any  challenge  or  interruption,  finds  that 
the  defender's  right  to  the  estate  is  secured  to  him  by  the 
"  positive  prescription^  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  hold  and 
''  possess  the  estate,  under  the  foresaid  investiture,  in  time 
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1797.        *'  coming,  and  that  the  same  is  sufficient  to  exclude  the  title 
**  of  the  pursuers  in  the  reduction  ;  and  therefore  alters  the 


DALRYMPLE    «*  formor  interlocutor,  and  assoilzies  from  the  reduction  ;  re- 
FULLKRTON,  "  sorving  to  pursuers  to  insist  in  the  declaratory  conclusions 
&c«         "  of  their  libel ;  and  particularly  how  far  the  tailzie  1688  is 
**  aflfected  by  the  investiture  1742,  and  whether  or  not  the 
**  defender   has   incurred   any  irritancy  under  the   entail ; 
"  And  as  the  cause  has  been  very  fully  stated  on  both  sides, 
*'  the  Lord  Ordinary  discharges  any  representation  to  be 
•*  received,  and  decerns." 
Feb.  9, 1796.      On  reclaiming  petition  the  Court,  of  this  date,  altered, 
and  found,  **  that  in  this  case^  in  computing  the  period  of 
"  prescription,  the  years  of  the  pursuer's  minority  are  to  be 
"  deducted,  and  therefore  that  the  defender  has  not  pro- 
"  duced  a  sufficient  title  to  exclude,  and  remit  to  the  Lord 
"  Ordinary  to  proceed  accordingly."     And,  on  a  second  re- 
Dec.  6,  1796.  claiming  petition,  the  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Pleaded  /or  the  Appellant, — 1.  Minority  does  not  in  any 
case  suspend  the  course  of  the  positive  prescription  of  land 
rights.     It  only  operates  as  an  exception  to  the  negative 
prescription.     The  deduction  of  the  years  of  minority  wonld 
be  totally  inconsistent  with  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  posi- 
tive prescription,  as  understood  in  the  law  of  Scotland,  con- 
tradictory to  the  just  construction  of  the  act  of  Parliament 
1617,  c.  12,  as  well  as  to  the  statutory  views  of  the  legisla- 
ture in  framing  that  statute,  and  subversive  of  the  sccnrity 
to  land  rights  thereby  intended  to  be  protected.     2.  But, 
assuming  that  minority  interrupted  both  the  positive  as  well 
as  the  negative  prescription  in  the  act  1617,  it  does  not  ap- 
ply to  the  case  of  a  substitute  heir  of  entail,  challenging 
after  the  lapse  of  forty  years.    This  was  decided  in  the  case 
Vide  ADte.   of  Macdougall  of  Mackerston  in  the  year  1739,  and  by  the 
case  of  Monypenny  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  1757,  which 
decisions  rest  upon  the  principle  that  there  is  an  essential 
distinction  between  the  case  of  substitute  heirs  of  entail, 
(each  of  whom  has  a  vested  right  of  action  to  support  the 
entail,  which  he  may  exercise  at  any  time),  and  the  common 
case,  where  the  right  of  action  is  confined  to  the  individnal 
immediately  entitled  to  succeed  and  injured  by  the  intrusion. 
The  same  principle  and  distinction,  taken  not  from  ideaa 
of  expediency  conceived  by  the  courts  of  law,  in  opposition 
to  the  words  and  spirit  of  the  statute,  but  upon  a  fair  and  just 
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conatruction  of  that  law,  and  upon  the  reason  of  it,  which       2797. 
was  to  quiet  men  in  their  possession  after  the  period  of 


forty  years,  was  again  recognised  in  the  case  of  Gordon  dalrvmpl* 
V.  Gordon  in  1784,  and  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  ,p,,i,brtoi« 
case  of  Auchindachy.  The  result  of  all  which  decisions  &c. 
establishes  this  position,  that  according  to  the  construction 
of  the  act  1617,  when  a  person  has  possessed  for  forty 
years  upon  a  charter  and  sasine  ex  facie  good,  and  one  of 
full  age,  under  no  legal  disability,  and  entitled  to  possess, 
has  for  that  period  neglected  to  make  his  claim,  or  assert 
that  title,  the  actual  possessor  is  not  thereafter  to  bo  dis- 
quieted, or  the  title  on  which  he  actually  possessed  defeat- 
ed, at  the  suit  of  posterior  or  collateral  heirs,  though  such 
heirs  were  under  ago,  or  some  personal  disqualification,  to 
sue  during  the  whole,  or  during  part  of  the  time.  The  sta- 
tute had  in  contemplation  one  general  case,  viz.  that  of  a 
person  in  possession,  under  a  title  apparently  good,  but  at 
bottom  bad,  or  liable  to  challenge ;  the  quasi  dominus  sed 
nonveredominua  ;  and  one  out  of  possession,  though  entitl- 
ed to  it,  the  verua  dominus  or  rightful  owner.  If  the  last 
neglects  to  assert  his  right,  all  who  might  have  taken  under 
or  after  him  or  her,  suffer  by  this  negligence.  Heirs  of  en- 
tail stand  precisely  in  the  same  predicament,  with  this  dif- 
ference, that  any  one  of  the  heirs  of  entail,  however  remote, 
may  bring  their  challenge  at  any  time  within  the  forty 
years,  though  not  to  the  effect  of  attaining  possession,  yet  to 
the  effect  of  removing  any  bar  to  their  possession  when  it 
fihall  open  to  them  by  course  of  descent.  Their  hands  are 
not  tied  up  by  the  conduct  of  those  who  stand  before  them 
in  the  order  of  succession.  They  may  use  the  privilege  to 
challenge  at  any  time ;  and  hence  the  distinction  made  in 
regard  to  substitute  heirs  of  entail  pleading  minority.  No- 
thing can  be  figured  more  demonstrative  of  the  principle  than 
this,  that  it  is  the  age  of  the  person  entitled  to  the  immediate 
possession,  the  nerus  dominus^  and  not  the  age  of  the  sub- 
stitute, or  expectant  heir,  even  the  nearest,  that  is  to  be  re- 
garded in  construing  the  statute.  If  it  were  otherwise,  it 
is  clear  that  such  rights  would  never  prescribe,  and  thus  the 
act  would  be  defeated.  8.  Yet  this  difficulty  was  attempted 
to  be  surmounted  by  the  creation  of  a  puzzle,  grounded  on 
the  shape  of  the  action  and  the  form  of  proceeding.  Sup- 
posing Mrs.  Fuller  ton  could  not  set  aside  the  exclusive  or 
prescriptive  title  by  pleading  minority,  she  maintained  that 
Bhe  was  the  person  all  along  by  law  entitled  to  succeed ; 
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1797.  that  she  was  the  vera  damina^  against  yrhose  immediate  and 
— — ^  vested  right  to  possess,  the  prescription  was  mnning,  and 
DALETMPLB  ^j^j^j  j^jj  ^^xQ  prfor  hoirs  of  entail  were  to  be  held  as  out  of 
FULLSRTov,  tho  field,  or  dviliter  mortui ;  because  Sir  Hew  Dalrymplc, 
&c,  lY^Q  appellant,  haying  incurred  an  irritancy,  had  thereby 
.  ipso  facto  forfeited  the  estate  for  himself  and  his  de- 
scendants by  his  conditional  repudiation,  which  was  an 
alteration  of  the  course  of  succession ;  and  Mr.  Hamilton 
had  also  forfeited,  by  making  up  his  title  by  the  charter  and 
iuTestitures  challenged.  This  new  argument  seemed  to 
take  effect  with  the  Court,  and  the  interlocutors  complained 
of  are  the  fruit  of  it.  It  is  not  difficult  to  show  where  the 
fallacy  of  this  argument  lies.  She  seeks  to  assume,  that 
from  the  moment  of  Sir  Hew  Dalrymple's  giving  np  the 
estate  to  his  brother,  and  Mr.  Hamilton  passing  the  charter 
1742,  she  was  the  vera  domina  of  the  estate,  virtually  in 
possession^  and  all  along  has  been  legally,  although  not 
feudally  vested  in  the  estate.  How  is  it  possible  to  hold 
her  to  be  rightful  owner  when  she  cannot  exercise  legaDy 
a  single  act  of  ownership  ?  Can  she  levy  the  rents  ?  Cto 
her  creditors  affect  the  estate  ?  Can  she  incur  an  irritancy? 
It  does  not  require  a  feudal  investiture  to  confer  these  rights: 
they  are  the  legal  consequences  of  apparency.  Has  she 
used  heir  right  as  apparent  heir  ?  Besides,  this  idea  of  hen 
&  groundless  upon  the  statute  1685,  c.  22,  declaring  thai 
the  right  of  an  heir  of  entail  in  possession,  who  contravenes, 
cannot  be  considered  as  resolved  or  forfeited,  nor  any  right 
vested  in  the  next  substitute,  until  decree  of  declarator  of 
the  irritancy  be  obtained.  4.  Besides,  the  plea  of  minority 
can  only  relate  to  the  negative  prescription  and  not  to  the 
positive,  the  two  clauses  in  the  act  as  to  both  being  separa- 
ble ;  and  the  exception  of  minority  made  only  to  applj  to 
the  negative  and  not  to  the  positive. 

Pleaded  for  the  Respondents, — 1.  Minority  is  an  excep- 
tion pleadable  against  the  positive  as  well  as  against  the 
negative  prescription.  The  exception  in  the  act  1617  is  co- 
extensive with,  and  applies  to  the  whole  enactments  of  the 
statute,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  wording  of  the  act  to 
countenance  the  proposition  which  would  confine  it  to  the 
one  kind  and  not  to  the  other.  Neither  equity  nor  expe- 
diency can  justify  a  construction  which  would  limit  the  ope- 
ration of  the  statute  so  manifestly  to  the  disadvantage  of 
minors,  whose  rights,  it  is  reasonable  to  presume,  were  tiie 
chief  object  of  the  legislature  in  framing  the  act.    Sir  6ea 
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Mackenzie,  B.  iii.  tit.  7,  §  15,  and  Stair,  B.  ii.  tit.  12,  §  1 8,       1797. 

have  neyer  drawn  such  a  distinctiony  in  laying  down  the    • 

law  on  the  aubject,  and  refer  to  minority  as  an  exception  ^a^^^^^p*** 
applicable  equally  to  the  one  as  to  the  other.    Mr.  Eri^ine,   fdllkbton, 
B.  ill.  tit.  7f  §  35,  only  saysr,  it  has  been  doubted  whether  it        ^^' 
applies  to  the  positive  prescription,  but  this  doubt  has  since 
been  resolved ;  and  the  law  on  the  subject  has  been  consid- 
ered as  settled  ever  since  the  existence  of  the  act.    And  in 
the  case  of  Blair  v.  Shedden,  decided  in  1754,  Fac.  Coll., 
the  question  was  solemnly  argued  and  decided,  that  mino- 
rity was  to  be  deducted  in  counting  the  positive  prescription. 
This  law  was  also  expressly  recognized  in  the  case  of  Kicol- 
80Q  t;.  Gifford,  lllh  March  1779  (unreported).    It  has  been 
contended  that  the  doctrine  in  Blair's  case  was  overturned 
in  the  House  of  Lords,  in  the  case  of  Campbell  of  Otter  v. 
Wilson;  but  though  pleaded  at  the  bar,  yet  there  is  no  evi- 
dence that  the  House  of  Lords  went  upon  that  ground,  there 
being  a  yariety  of  specialties  in  it,  (vide  ante  voL  ii.  p.  193), 
and  in  the  subsequent  case  of  Qifford,  as  above  quoted, 
where  the  decision  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  Campbell  of 
Otter  was  specially  pleaded,  the  Court  of  Session  were  sa- 
tisfied that  that  judgment  did  not  at  all  affect  the  question. 

2.  The  appellant,  when  arguing  that  it  is  matter  of  un- 
certainty whether  the  respondent,  had  she  brought  her  de- 
clarator within  the  forty  years  of  the  acts  of  contravention, 
would  have  succeeded  or  not,  forgets  entirely  that  we  are 
here  in  a  question  upon  a  title  to  exclude,  in  which,  from 
the  very  nature  of  the  case,  it  must  be  assumed  that,  had 
she  brought  her  action  within  the  forty  years,  she  must  have 
succeeded. 

It  is  a  mistake  to  say,  that  after  the  contravention  was 
committed,  the  respondent  had  only  a  contingent  right  to 
the  estate  or  spes  sitccessiofiis.  Before  the  acts  of  contra- 
vention were  committed,  she  certainly  had  no  more  than  a 
chance  to  become  entitled  to  the  estate.  But  the  moment 
the  prior  substitutes  failed,  or  contravened  the  entail,  she 
became  the  person  to  whom  de  jure  the  estate  belonged. 
She  had  then  a  right  to  enter  into  possession.  It  is  stated 
that  Sir  Hew  Dalrymple,  and  not  the  respondent,  was  the 
next  heir  to  Mr.  Hamilton.  It  is  sufficient  to  answer,  that 
both  contravened  the  entail,  and  by  that  contravention  the 
succession  opened  to  her ;  so  that  her  plea  of  minority  is  a 
sufficient  answer  to  the  title  to  exclude. 

But,  3.  In  regard  to  the  plea  that  minority  is  not  to  be 
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1797.       deducted,  when  pleaded  by  substitute  heirs  of  entail,  th^e 
seems  no  ground  in  law  or  reason  for  this  distinctioo,  or  to 
withhold  the  benefit  of  the  exception  in  the  act  from  heirs 
FI7LLRRT0N,  of  eutail.      Assuredly  the  act  makes  no  such  distinction. 
True,  heirs  of  entail  have  no  right,  upon  the  contraTention  of 
the  heir  in  possession,  to  the  property  of  the  estate,  yet  that 
can  be  no  reason  for  not  deducting  minority  when  prescrip- 
tion is  pleaded  against  them,  for  their  right  under  the  entail 
is  still  valuable,  though  contingent  and  uncertain  ;  and  the 
cases  of  Mackerston,  Kinnaldie,  Whitley,  and  Kincraigie,  re- 
ferred to,  as  depriving  substitute  heirs  of  entail  of  the  be- 
nefit of  the  plea  of  minority,  are  not  adverse  to  the  respon- 
dent's doctrine.     On  the  contrary,  they  support  her  plea, — 
because,  in  these  cases,  where  the  question  was,  Whether  an 
entail  was  destroyed  by  the  negative  or  positive  prescrip- 
tion ?  the  argument  rested  entirely  upon  the  allegation  that 
the  remote  substitute  heirs  of  entail  with  only  a  spes  suc^ 
cessionis,  had  no  right  to  found  upon  their  own  minority, 
or  upon  that  of  any  other  substitute.     Even  admitting  the 
cases  referred  to,  to  have  been  perfectly  well  decided,  the 
doctrine  that  she  maintains  stands  altogether  uncontradict- 
ed by  those  decisions.  It  is  a  false  argument  to  say,  Ist.  That 
entails  would  never  prescribe,  because,  if  that  is  the  conse- 
quence that  results  from  the  statute  1617  as  to  prescription, 
and  the  statute  1685  as  to  entails,  it  is  the  province  of  the 
legislature,  not  the  duty  of  judges  to  interfere.     2d.  It  is 
impossible,  with  any  justice,  to  liken  heirs  of  entail  to  a  cor- 
poration.    Where  is  the  similarity  ?    Heirs  of  entail  cannot 
plead}  or  be  impleaded,  except  as  individuals.     And  it  is 
impossible  to  figure  any  reason  why  the  negligence  of  one 
heir  of  entail  should  be  prejudicial  to  another.   3d.  Although 
it  be  very  true  that  substitute  heirs  of  entail  have  no  right, 
upon  the  contravention  of  the  heir  in  possession,  to  the  pro- 
perty of  the  estate,  yet  that  can  be  no  reason  for  not  de- 
ducting their  minority,  when  prescription  is  pleaded  against 
them  ;  for  their  right  under  the  entail  is  valuable,  though 
contingent  and  uncertain.    But  there  is  nothing  either  in 
the  statute  1617,  or  in  the  reason  of  the  case,  to  prevent  the 
saving  clause  of  that  act  of  parliament  from  extending  to 
nghts  of  that  description  as  well  as  to  others.     The  differ- 
ence between  the  case  of  Mackerston  and  the  present  case, 
is  obvious  in  many  respects,  but  particularly  in  this  most  im- 
portant circumstance,  that  Thomas  and  William  M^Dongal, 
the  minors,  never  had  more  than  a  spes  successionis  contin- 
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gent  upon  the  event  of  their  surviving  their  brother  Henrj,       i^^^^ 
and  of  course  they  could  never  set  forth  that  the  right  to    ___. 
the  estate  had  devolved  upon  them  during  their  minority,   dalbykplb 
The  Court  of  Session  considered  that  circumstance  as  of         ^' 
great  consequence,  and  accordmgly  the  mterlocutor  assigns        &c. 
as  a  ratio  decidendiy  that  the  minorities  of  Thomas  and 
William  could  not  be  deducted;  in  fact,  the  right  to  the 
estate  had  not  devolved  upon  them,  as  is  here  the  case.    In 
the  present  case,  the  right  to  the  estate  of  Bargany  de« 
Tolved  upon  the  respondent  during  her  minority.    Had  she 
claimed  it  then,  immediately  on  her  father's  death,  her  right 
to  it  would  have  been  declared  at  once.    But  as  her  mino« 
xity  prevented  her  from  doing  so,  therefore  that  minori- 
ty is  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  plea  of  prescription.    In  like 
manner,  the  case  of  Einnaldie  (Ayton  v.  Montgomery,  31st  Vide  Ante. 
July  1756),  it  was  not  the  minority  of  Thomas  Ayton  that 
was  pleaded,  but  the  minority  of  prior  aubatitutea  in  the  en- 
tail  who  had  failed,    In  like  manner,  the  Whiteley  case, 
Gordon  v.  Gordon,  21st  December  1784,  was  precisely  the  Vide  Ante. 
same  with  that  of  Mackerston;  it  is  not  so  much  as  pretend* 
ed  that  George  Alexander  Gordon,  during  his  minority,  was 
entitled  to  have  raised  a  declarator  claiming  the  estate  as 
devolved  on  him,  by  irritancy  or  otherwise.     And  in  the 
printed  collection  of  the  decision,  this  is  mentioned  by  the 
collector  as  the  ground  upon  which  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  proceeded.    Again,  the  Auchindachy  or  Eincraigie 
case,  went  on  specialties — the  entail  there  never  having 
been  recorded,  could  not  be  set  up  against  creditors.    The 
contravention,  in  the  present  case,  although  happening  fifty 
years  ago,  without  any  declarator  of  irritancy  being  raised 
by  the  respondent,  ought  not  to  prejudice  her,  she  being 
minor,  and  therefore  not  to  be  injured  by  any  omission  or 
neglect,  or  by  any  possession  held  against  her  during  her 
minority.      And  deducting  those  years  of  minority,  it  is  an 
admitted  fact  that  the  years  of  prescription  are  not  run  upon 
the  charter  and  infeftment  1742. 
After  hearing  counsel. 

Lord  Thurlow  said,* 

"  My  Lords : 
^*  I  shall  not  need  at  present  to  enter  into  all  the  topics  in  this 

*  These  notes,  together  with  others  bound  up  in  a  Tolume,  were  most 
kind!  J  presented  to  me  by  the  late  Lord  Anderson,  recently  before  bis 
death  ;  than  whom,  in  such  questions,  and  of  feudal  law  generally,  none 
was  more  eminentljr  distinguished. 
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cause  which  were  discussed  at  the  bar ;  for  there  are  eome  of  tlie 
points  nearer  and  more  material  to  the  merits. 

^'  I  have  attended  to  the  hearing  of  this  cause  with  more  dissatis- 
faction than  I  remember  to  have  felt  on  any  similar  occasion.  It  is 
a  lamentable  thing,  that,  when  parties  are  full  of,  and  readj  to  aigoe 
every  thing  that  is  material  in  a  cause,  the  practice  of  the  Ck>iirt  of 
Session  should  be  such,  that,  instead  of  the  obvious  and  apparent 
merits,  the  Court  is  to  go  to  a  collateral  point.  TVith  regard  to  the 
practice,  I  own  that  I  am  in  a  state  of  invincible  ignorance ;  abstraet- 
edly,  I  see  no  reason  for  it ;  and  I  cannot  find  its  source  or  aathorilj 
in  any  writer  of  the  law  of  Scotland ;  all  I  can  learn  is,  that  it  is  the 
practice. 

''  I  shall  now  state  to  your  Lordships  the  subject  of  tbis  caase, 
and  the  several  points  which  it  contains.  I  wish  my  liealth  had 
permitted  me  to  investigate  them  with  more  accuracy,  and  that  it 
had  not  made  me  forget  some  part  of  the  argument  which  has  bsa 
urged  ;  but  I  believe  I  have  not  forgot  any  material  part  of  it. 

'*  Last  century,  an  entail  was  made  of  an  estate  in  Scotland,  ia 
which,  as  it  stands>  Sir  Hew  Dalrymple  and  his  children  are  die 
nearest  substitutes.  Mrs.  Fullerton,  the  pursuer  in  the  present  actios, 
is  the  tenth  substitute.  When  the  action  was  brought,  she,  by  the 
form  of  the  Court,  called  for  production  of  certain  deeds  ;  becanse  as 
judgment  could  be  had  in  the  reduction  of  those  deeds  vrithont  pco- 
duction.  In  her  summons,  she  recited  the  entail^  and  the  descent  of 
the  estate  to  Sir  Hew  Dalrymple,  the  appellant's  father,  as  heir  fe- 
male of  John,  Lord  Bargany,  the  maker  of  the  entaiL  She  tiiea 
stated,  that  upon  the  occasion  of  another  estate  coming  to  Sir  Hew 
Dalrymple  (the  estate  of  North  Berwick)  Sir  Hew,  in  17-^0,  cie- 
cuted  a  renunciation  of  the  estate  of  Baigany  in  favour  of  his  hrothet 
John  Dalrymple,  afterwards  John  Hamilton,  qualified  thus,  that  sipos 
the  feilure  of  the  issue  of  John  Hamilton,  and  another  brother,  if 
the  tenure  of  the  estate  belonging  to  the  Dalrymple  fiunilj  would 
permit,  Sir  Hew  and  his  descendants  might  claim  the  estate. 

"  This  is  the  only  instrument  stated  by  the  respondent,  as  ginag 
away  the  estate.  In  consequence  of  it,  John  Hamilton  bron^t  aa 
action,  stating,  that  in  respect  of  his  brother^s  renunciation,  he 
entitled  to  serve  himself  heir  under  the  entail,  and  take  the 
In  this  action,  decret  in  his  favour  passed  in  absence,  though  tUi 
decree  was  not  binding  on  third  parties  He  was  by  it  dedand 
next  heir,  and  entitled  to  be  served  as  such ;  and  he  was  senred  a»> 
cordmgly,  and  took  out  a  charter  thereon,  which  was  followed  wick 
sasine. 

^'  All  these  alterations  were  antecedent  to  the  title  of  the 
pursuer ;  her  right  was  not  diminished,  nor  was  she  barred  hj 
deeds,  from  any  claim  which  could  aoome  to  her  under  the 
entail.   These  transactions  took  place  in  1742,  and  in  1793  the 
sent  action  was  brought,  reciting  the  entail,  stating  the 
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which  hnd  taken  place,  and  assuming  that  these  were  contrarentions. 

The  respondent  accordingly  claimed  the  estate.  ' 


"  To  this  action  the  defender  pleaded  his  charter  1742,  and  pre-   DALaTMPL« 
scription  from  forty  years  possession  thereon.     In  reply,  the  respon-  v. 

dent  contended^  that  she  had  heen  a  minor  when  part  of  the  pre-  **^^^««tok, 
Bcriptiye  term  was  current,  and  had  remained  a  minor  for  such  a 
nomher  of  years  that  the  prescription  was  not  run*  The  Court  of 
Session,  after  some  previous  interlocutors  to  the  contrary,  at  length 
allowed  this  plea ;  and  this  point  is  now  hrought  before  youi  Lord- 
ships upon  appeal. 

*'  This  deduction  of  minority,  the  respondent  pleaded  upon  the 
act  1617-  The  statute  introduced  the  positire  prescription,  as  it  is 
calledi  into  the  law  of  Scotland ;  and  it  enlarged  and  corrected  the 
n^iatire  prescription.  The  negatire  prescription,  is  a  title  in  bar 
of  all  action  for  claiming  a  right  after  the  lapse  of  forty  years.  This 
is  the  only  sort  of  prescription  known  in  this  country ;  and  it  is  the 
only  sort  known  in  the  Roman  law ;  the  positire  prescription  then 
introduced  into  the  law  of  Scotland  was  novel  in  that  country,  and 
is  unknown  in  all  others.  This,  instead  of  applying  the  prescription 
to  the  person,  applied  it  to  the  possession^  whether  upon  a  good  or 
bad  title,  and  made  the  lapse  of  forty  years  a  sufficient  confirmation 
of  it  I  hare  considered  this  act  1617*  with  as  much  attention  as 
I  could ;  and  if  it  had  fallen  upon  me  to  decide  the  question,  I  should 
hare  held  that  the  last  clause  in  the  act  relative  to  the  deduction  of 
minority,  had  a  reference  only  to  the  negative  prescription ;  not  only 
because  the  grammatical  construction  required  such  an  interpreta- 
tion, but  because  the  exception  is  contrary  to  the  nature  of  the  positive 
prescription.  But  this  point  was  decided  differently  a  long  time 
ago.  It  is  not  impossible  to  interpret  the  statute  so  as  to  justify 
that  decision  ;  and  it  would  be  dangerous  to  bring  the  matter  into 
question  now. 

'^  What  is  the  effect  of  this  decision  when  applied  to  entails  ? 
Mr.  Erskine  said  at  the  bar,  that  they  were  excepted  from  this  rule, 
otherwise  they  would  never  prescribe  ;  but  all  difficulty  is  cleared 
bj  this,  that  every  heir  of  entail  has  an  independent  right  of  action ; 
and  thus  prescription  will  apply  to  him  as  well  as  to  a  stranger,  and 
80  I  think  it  does.  It  was  insisted,  that  it  would  be  inconvenient 
to  allow  deduction  of  minority  to  all  the  substitutes  in  an  entail : 
for,  on  account  of  their  number,  the  prescription  would  never  run. 
This  reasoning,  however,  proceeds  upon  a  mistake ;  for  no  case  could 
occur  where  the  prescription  could  run  to  more  than  sixty-one  years, 
as  every  substitute  has  an  independent  cause  of  action,  and  as  he 
must  come  within  forty  years  of  the  original  cause  of  action,  it  is  not 
worse  to  allow  the  deduction  of  minority  to  all  the  substitutes  than 
to  one  individual,  against  whom  the  prescription  could  only  run  for 
nxty-one  years.  If  not  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  contravention, 
die  prescDptioii  would  not  begin  to  run  till  Us  existence.    It  would 
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1797.        then  be  suspended  during  his  minority ;  and,  by  the  statute,  it  ii 
only  the  years  of  minority  that  fall  to  be  deducted,  which  would  stiH 


DAL&TMPLB  kocp  it  witMn  the  limits  I  hare  mentioned. 


V, 


''  Upon  these  grounds,  I  have  no  difficulty  to  say,  that  if  this  case 
&c.  be  new,  the  Respondent  comes  in  time  to  bring  her  action :  but  it  ap* 
pears,  that  if  your  Lordships  were  to  decide  the  question  thus,  jon 
would  go  beside  the  opinion  of  every  judge  in  a  learned  court.  The 
judges  who  were  in  favour  of  the  Respondent,  held  her  to  be  first 
substitute  under  the  entail ;  and  it  was  avowedly  upon  that  groimd 
that  they  decided  the  question.  The  other  judges  held  it  not  a 
matter  of  much  moment,  whether  she  were  first  or  last  substitute, 
because,  in  an  entail,  which  was  likened  to  a  corporate  body,  a 
familia^  it  would  run  to  perpetuity  if  the  deduction  of  mmoritj 
were  allowed  to  any  substitute  heir.  In  support  of  this,  the  case 
of  Maclellan*8  children  has  been  quoted,  but  no  other  case  npon 
this  point  was  stated  at  the  bar.  It  is  possible  that  that  case 
may  have  been  decided  upon  different  grounds  ;  and,  at  all  erents, 
I  have  no  difficulty  to  say,  that  I  cannot  assent  to  that  case,  as 
pleaded  by  the  appellant.  In  that  case,  some  difficulty  oocnrs,  bj 
its  being  an  undivided  right  in  the  children,  which  the  trustee 
might  divide ;  but  he  was  the  only  person  who  could  bring  an  action 
on  the  ]>ond ;  and,  after  a  lapse  of  forty-three  years,  no  person  could 
bring  an  action  upon  it.  But,  supposing  it  were  true  that  the  case 
was  decided  upon  the  ground  of  a  joint  right,  two  judges,  eminent 
for  their  learning  and  abilities,  the  Lord  President  and  the  Locd 
Justice  Clerk,  state  their  opinions,  that  if  one  joint  creditor  were 
major  during  the  currency  of  prescription,  they  would  not  allow  tbe 
deductions  of  the  minority  of  any  of  the  other  creditors.  With  re- 
gard to  the  family  of  Maclellan,  it  is  not  stated  to  us  that  the  foctj 
years  had  run  against  any  of  them. 

"  But  upon  this  point,  I  will  speak  my  opinion  openly,  as  I  c(Kh 
ceive  it  will  be  proper  to  send  back  the  cause  to  be  further  considered 
by  the  Court  of  Session.  It  is  impossible  to  qualify  the  seveial 
rights  of  action  competent  to  the  heirs  of  an  entail  by  the  idea  off 
Jamilia  or  joint  right.  The  estate  is  to  be  enjoyed  separately  and 
distinctly  by  a  series  of  heirs,  each  in  their  turn,  exclusive  <^  all 
others  ;  it  is  distinct  in  its  commencement^  in  its  enjoyment,  and  in 
its  conclusion.  Nor  is  it  an  undivided  possession.  The  same  holdi 
of  estates  tail  in  this  country,  they  are  neither  joint  in  their  origiBi 
nor  in  their  possession.  I  therefore  hold  it  inadmissible,  that  pre- 
judice could  arise  to  any  one  heir  from  what  happens  to  another. 

*''  The  judges  seem  to  hold^  and  my  mind  is  considerably  in  doubt 
npon  the  subject,  how  far  certain  cases  have  gone  to  controTeit  what 
I  quoted  from  Mr.  Erskine's  book  ;  but  it  is  difficult  to  say  wfaat 
ground  or  ratio  decidendi  prevailed  in  any  of  the  four  cases  stated  it 
the  bar.  In  the  case  of  Mackerston,  as  stated  by  Ealkenan,  Thonas 
Macdougall  took  the  estate  in  1669,  and  there  was  no  qnestioa  of 
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his  majority.      In  the  other  report  of  this  case  in  Homey  the  aiga-        pg<* 
ment  runs,  that  as  the  estate  was  taken  only  in  liferent  in  1669^  and    _^_^ 
a  faculty  reserred  to  make  deeds,  &c.,  that  the  faculty,  when  exer-  dalrtmplv 
cised  in  J  684,  was  to  he  drawn  hack  to  the  original  deed  in  1669  v. 

which  created  it,  from  which  period,  it  was  contended,  the  prescrip-  '^^^^^^ton, 
tion  ought  to  run.  But  it  seems  too  great  a  refinement  to  say,  that 
the  prescription  ran  from  1669.  The  reports  of  this  case  are  defec- 
tive, as  they  do  not  state  the  sereral  minorities  of  those  that  were 
crayed  to  be  deducted.  It  appears  that  Henry,  the  son  of  Thomas, 
became  major  in  1709  ;  consequently  he  was  born  in  1688,  and  the 
four  years  when  he  did  not  exist,  could  not  be  deducted  from  the  pre- 
scription. He  possessed  the  estate  in  fee  simple  till  171«^9  when  he 
made  a  new  settlement  thereof;  Titles  were  made  up  under  it,  after 
his  death,  in  favour  of  his  daughter ;  and  the  curators  sold  this  estate 
to  a  gentleman  of  the  name  of  Hay,  in  consideration  of  his  marrying 
his  daughter,  and  paying  £1500  to  discharge  the  family  debts.  In 
this  case,  therefore,  of  an  unrecorded  entail,  the  judges  went  out  of 
the  way  to  determine  any  thing  respecting  the  prescription;  if  Mr.  Hay 
was  an  onerous  purchaser,  the  entail  was  cut  off.  I  should  dissemble, 
were  I  not  to  state,  in  mentioning  the  result  of  all  the  pleadings  in 
this  cause,  that  the  Court  also  went  upon  the  notion,  that  it  was  not 
competent  for  a  substitute  under  an  entail,  to  found  upon  the  minor- 
ity of  a  prior  substitute,  and  that  he  had  no  right  to  deduct  his  own 
minority,  as  he  could,  during  it,  hare  only  brought  an  action  to  pre- 
serve the  entail ;  not  to  claim  the  estate.  On  these  points  I  shall 
only  say,  that  it  is  not  essential  to  the  justice  of  a  judgment,  that 
the  whole  raliones  decidendi  be  well  founded  in  law.  It  would  not 
have  been  competent  to  appeal  this  case  because  some  of  the  rationes 
decidendi  were  not  right,  if  it  contained  good  points  in  it,  upon 
which  it  must  have  been  affirmed  in  a  court  of  appeal. 

''  In  the  case  of  Kinaldie,  unless  the  minority  of  other  heirs  than 
the  pursuer  were  deducted,  it  would  not  have  saved  the  prescription. 

'*  In  the  case  of  Auchendachy,  I  have  not  a  report  of  the  decision, 
but  it  is  not  necessary  for  me  to  examine  it ;  it  was  a  matter  between 
creditors^  and  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  present  question. 

«<  I  do  not  think,  that  upon  examination,  the  Court  will  be  pre* 
eluded  by  these  cases  from  finding,  that  every  different  heir  of  en- 
tail  must  have  his  own  minority  allowed  or  not  allowed,  as  his  si- 
tnation  may  entitle  him. 

**•  But  what  can  your  Lordships  do  here  ?  Several  material  ques* 
tions,  it  appears  to  me,  must  be  solved  before  we  can  do  any  thing* 
1st.  Whether  the  present  action  be  not  jus  iertii  to  the  respondent, 
i^hose  right  under  the  original  entail,  was  not  prejudiced  by  the  alleged 
contraventions  ?  2nd.  Whether  it  be  possible  to  qualify  a  forfeiture 
against  Sir  Hew  for  himself  and  his  children,  after  his  own  death, 
there  being  a  great  difference  between  the  competency  of  an  action 
for  replacing  an  estate  under  an  entail,  and  the  forfeiture  of  that 
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1797        estate  for  conirayention  ?    Sd.  Whether  the  renimciation  by  Sr 
. Hew  cotdd  amount  to  a  forfeiture  for  himself  and  issne  ?    In  the 


DALRTMPLB  summons  in  the  present  action,  that  deed  is  called  a  dispodtion  of 
V.  the  estate  to  John  Hamilton  a  stranger;  and  the  sammons  after- 

FDLLRRTOM,  ^j^^g  states  the  transactions  of  John  to  amount  to  a  foifeitore,  be- 
cause he  was  noi  a  stranger  in  the  estate.    If  I  were  to  agree  wA, 
the  majority  of  the  Court,  in  the  present  question,  that  the  respondeit 
is  in  the  situation  of  a  person  who  could  obtain  a  decree  to  tern 
heir,  I  could  not  learn  how  this  conclusion  was  to  be  drawn.   This 
plea,  which  was  set  up  by  the  defender,  goes  to  a  bar  of  the  pamer  i 
action  ;  and  if  the  summons,  and  what  is  there  stated,  do  not  bear 
out  the  action,  the  plea  is  nonsense.    According  to  the  interpRta* 
tion  of  the  majority  of  the  judges,  Mrs.  Fullerton  is  only  entitled  to 
deduct  her  minority  hac  ratione^  because  she  is  first  sabstitate;  bat 
how  do  they  know  this  ?  What  termini  hahiUs  hare  they  for  dieir 
opinion  ?      It  was  said,  if  I  understand  the  argument  aright,  tbat 
what  she  has  alleged  as  to  her  title  to  call  for  production  of  tbe 
papers  must  be  considered  as  wared ;  and  that  the  defender,  by  pot- 
ting in  his  plea,  must  be  considered  as  an  actor  fro  hac  vice*   But 
there  was  no  way  to  learn  whether  she  was  first  substitate  or  not, 
but  because  she  had  stated  so  in  her  summons ;  and  no  doubt,  if  abe 
had  stated  a  sufficient  title,  she  would  hare  a  right  to  call  for  pn^ 
duction.    But  all  this  remains,  as  I  hare  already  stated  it,  and  die 
Court  must  have  pronounced  that  she  is  first  substitute  in  mder  to 
apply  termini  habiles  to  their  judgment ;  and  at  sametime  it  appean 
from  the  judgment  itself,  that  the  connderation  of  that  matter  bai 
hitherto  been  rejected.    But  I  am  not  prepared  to  pronounce  that 
the  respondent  is  first  substitute,  without  first  pronouncing  that  die 
matter  of  her  libel  makes  her  so.    The  consideradon  of  this  poiBt 
has  hitherto  been  much  wared,  as  I  said  before.     Mr.  Erskine  cod- 
tended  at  the  bar,  that  we  must  take  the  judgment  as  it  stood,  and 
that  we  might  go  to  the  consideration  of  that  proportion,  wbedier 
she  be  first  substitute  or  not.    I,  howerer,  remember  a  rule  npoa 
that  subject,  which  was  laid  down  by  these  eminent  characters,  Loid 
Hardwicke  and  Lord  Mansfield,  when  they  sat  in  this  House.  They 
would  not  pronounce  judgment  on  any  point  not  already  discosMd 
in  the  Court  below ;  and  they  considered  the  prorince  of  a  Couit  of 
appeal  to  be,  to  say  whether  the  judgment  was  right  or  wrong  upon 
what  had  passed  in  the  cause. 

**  I  shoidd  think  it  wrong  in  the  present  case,  for  a  Court  <^  ap- 
peal to  enter  into  this  point,  especially  as  it  relates  to  the  law  of 
Scotland,  with  which  your  Lordships  are  not  so  intimately  acqnaiBt- 
ed.  I  should  think  it  the  safest  mode,  to  remit  the  matter  to  the 
Court  of  Session,  to  hare  it  fairly  stated  and  discussed,  befnre  beiog 
drawn  to  a  determination  upon  it." 

Lord  Chancellor  Lovgbborougb. — ^^  The  noble  and  leaned 
Lord  has  so  effectually  disentangled  this  cause  from  the  difficol^r 
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in  which  it  was  inrolTedy  that  noUung  remains  for  me,  bat  to  ex-        1797. 
press  mj  acknowledgments  for  his  accuracy  in  resolving  taj  doubts.  - 

'^  I  too  feel  the  impossibility  of  coming  to  any  decision  upon  this  vajayuvjm 
cause^  as  we  cannot  follow  up  the  ratio  decidendi^  nor  find  upon  what  '* 

state  of  the  case  the  conclusion  assumed  as  true  was  drawn.     Both         ^^o.       * 
parties  hare  seemed  to  consider  this  question  as  a  simple  proposition ; 
but  the  opinions  of  the  judges,  for  or  against  either  party,  all  clearly 
evince  that  this  is  not  a  simple  but  a  complicated  proposition.     On 
the  point  upod  which  a  determination  has  taken  place,  one  part  of  * 

the  judges  contend  that  the  minority  of  no  substitute  heir  of  entail 
was  to  be  deducted ;  on  the  other  side  this  was  not  denied ;  but  the 
judges  took  a  distinction,  that  the  first  substitute  after  the  persons 
contrsTening,  was  entitled  to  deduction  of  the  minority ;  and  they 
assumed  that  Mrs.  FuUerton  is  such  first  substitute.  It  is  obvious 
however,  that  she  is  not  in  that  order  under  the  entail. 

**  In  an  action  of  declarator,  it  is  not  in  general  necessary  to  enter 
further  into  the  title  of  the  pursuer  than  was  done  in  the  present 
case.  There,  if  it  be  contended  that  the  title  of  the  pursuer  is  bad 
because  a  possession  of  forty  years  has  run  against  it,  the  only  ques. 
tion  will  be,  whether  or  not  such  possession  has  been  bad  ?  But  the 
case  is  difierent,  where  the  action  arises  between  privies  in  blood, 
where  the  pursuer  sets  forth  the  entail,  and  certain  acts  of  the  other 
party^  which  are  stated  to  be  contraventions  ;  and  the  conclusion  is 
thence  drawn,  that  she  is  heir  of  entail,  entitled  to  take  possession. 
In  the  present  cause,  that  point  is  no  where  determined  ;  but,  accord- 
ing to  the  printed  opinions  of  the  judges,  there  is  not  one  who  does 
not  go  to  ^e  full  extent,  that  if  Mrs.  Fullerton  be  a  remote  sub- 
Btitute,  she  would  not  be  entitled  to  deduction  of  her  minority. 

"  In  order  to  avoid  adjudication  upon  this  point,  and  to  give  the 
Court  room  to  consider  the  case  with  attention,  and,  as  I  agree  with 
the  statement  given  by  the  noble  and  learned  Lord,  I  therefore  move, 
That  the  cause  be  remitted  back  to  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland 
to  review  the  interlocutors  appealed  from,  and  to  consider  how  far 
the  validity  of  the  title  to  exclude  set  up  by  the  defendant  is  in  thia 
case  involved  with  the  title  set  up  by  the  pursuer  to  sustain  the  action 
of  reduction  and  declarator,  as  having  become  the  nearest  substitute 
under  the  deed  of  entail  in  the  manner  alleged  on  her  behalf ;  and 
]f  the  Court  shall  hold  these  questions  to  be  in  this  case  involved 
vrith  each  other,  that  they  do  pronounce  an  interlocutor  for  or  against 
that  title,  and  also  on  the  effect  which  such  judgment  may  have  upon 
the  interlocutors  directed  to  be  reviewed." 

Accordingly  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  cause  be  remitted  back 
to  the  Court  of  Session  in  Scotland  to  review  the  in- 
terlocutors appealed  from,  and  to  consider  how  far  the 
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1797.  validity  of  the  title  to  exclude,  set  up  by  the  defender, 

is  in  this  case  involved  with  the  title  set  np  by  the  pur- 

xiALBTMPLE  suef,  to  sustain  the  action  of  reduction  and  declarator, 

^*  as  having  become  the  nearest  substitute  under  the  deed 

&c.  of  entail,  in  the  manner  alleged  on  her  behalf;  and  if 

the  Court  shall  hold  these  questions  to  be,  in  this  case, 
involved  with  each  other,  that  they  do  pronounce  an 
interlocutor  for  or  against  that  title,  and  also  on  the 
effects  which  such  judgment  may  have  upon  the  inter- 
locutors directed  to  be  reviewed. 

For  Appellant,  Henry  Erskine^  Geo.  Fergusanj   TTiamai 

Thamtaik 
For  Respondents,  Sir  John  Scott,  W.  Grant,  J.  Anatndher, 

Wm.  Adam,  Wm,  Tait. 


APPENDIX. 


[The  Collection  of  Appeal  Cases  in  the  Advocate's  Library,  of  which  the 
Compiler  has  availed  himself,  is  defective  in  some  parts,  and  hence 
omissions  vvill  occur,  which  can  onlv  he  supplied  from  other  Collec- 
tions. The  most  perfect  Collection  of  Appeals*  for  the  period  it  em- 
braces, is  one  in  the  possession  of  Lord  Murray,  which  his  Lordship 
was  pleased  kindly  to  place  at  the  Compiler's  disposal.] 


r. 


Gabriel  Napier  of  Craig  Annet,  Sheriff-Depute    I  ^      „ 

of  Stirling, f 

George  M^arlaite,  Drover,  BespondefU. 

House  of  Lords,  14th  Apxil  1749. 

Wait  and  Stray— Price  of  aw  Ox^Cohpetevct  or  Actzok  BsroRZ 
THE  Court  of  Session. — 

This  was  an  action  raised  before  the  Court  of  Session  bj  the  re-        ]749« 
spondent,  for  the  sum  of  £8  Sterling,  as  the  price  of  an  ox  belong-  ■ 

ing  to  him,  and  which  had  been  taken  possession  of  by  the  appel-      napibb 
lant  as  waif  and  stray,  he  being,  as  alleged^  entitled  as  Sheriff-depute 
of  the  county^  to  claim  all  such  property  so  found ;  and  the  respond- 
ent's ox  haTing  so  strayed,  was  put  into  the  Sheriffs  own  parks,  and, 
after  a  certain  time,  killed  and  used  for  his  own  family. 

The  respondent's  allegations  in  regard  to  the  ox  were,  That  haying 
brought  a  great  number  of  black  cattle  to  Falkirk  Tiyst,  with  the 
Tiew,  if  not  sold,  of  taking  them  on  to  the  English  markets, 
among  other  cattle  brought  to  the  market  of  Falkirk  in  1744, 
there  was  one  remarkable  grey  ox,  which  being  of  a  size  much 
larger  than  usual,  and  therefore  improper  to  be  mixed  with  the 
smaller  country  cattle,  the  respondent  resolved  to  leave  it  at  home, 
^*  and  to  turn  him  to  grass  in  his  parks  at  Kilsyth.  That  this  ani- 
*<  mal  being  young,  of  high  spirits,  and  full  of  flesh,  took  a  fancy  to 
separate  from  his  companions,  and,  terrified  by  the  noise  and  cla- 
mour which  generally  prevail  on  these  occasions,  where  such  num- 
bers of  cattle  are  crowded  together,  became  a  little  unruly,  and 
sallying  forth,  endeavoured  to  break  in  upon  the  next  drove ;  but 
'<  being  checked  by  his  keepers,  who  had  a  watchful  eye  over  him, 
"  was  immediately  brought  back  to  his  proper  station,  there  to  re- 
*^  main  until  he  should  be  sent  back  to  the  parks  at  Kilsyth.    Mean- 
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1741.        «  time  he  and  his  other  servants  went  over  to  England  with  iht  re- 
'  "  mainder  of  his  cattle."    The  man  who  was  left  in  chai^ge  to  tab 

NipiEB  home  the  ox  to  the  Eolsyth  parks  had  driven  it  part  oo  the  wtj 
M'FARLANE.  ^^^^9  ^^t  was  ohUgod  to  give  it  to  a  neighbouring  fanner  of  the  le- 
spondent,  to  be  delivered  by  him  to  the  keeper  of  the  Kilsyth  psdO} 
which  he  undertook  to  do.  "  It  thus  happened  that  the  ox»  a 
'*  stranger  to  these  grounds,  and  unacquainted  with  his  new  compa- 
nions, strayed  in  upon  a  neighbouring  farm,  the  property  of  the 
appellant,  whereupon  the  appellant,  as  claiming  right  to  waif  and 
**  strayed  goods,  by  virtue  of  his  temporary  grant  of  the  Sherifiihip 
"  of  the  said  county,  took  the  ox  into  his  own  custody,  and  put  him 
to  grass  in  his  own  parks,  intending,  as  it  afterwards  appeared,  to 
make  use  of  him  for  winter  provision  for  his  family." 
To  this  action  the  appellant  pleaded  two  special  defences :  lit 
That  the  cause  was  not  competent  in  the  Court  of  Sesaon,  by  the 
showing  of  the  libel  itself,  which  charges  the  ox  '*  or  stott^'  libelled  te 
be  worth  £8,  which,  though  treble  its  true  valae^  was  still  leas  thaa 
200  merks  Scots  (the  lowest  sum  that  by  law  can  be  brought  in  the 
first  instance  in  that  Court);  2dly.  That  the  defender  conducted  him- 
self agreeably  to  the  law  and  the  duty  of  his  office  as  Sheriff-dqmte 
in  respect  of  the  stott  libelled. 

The  respondent  further  alleged  and  proved,  that  he  had  claimed 
delivery  of  the  ox  by  written  letter,  and  also  by  a  message  seat 
through  his  servant,  before  it  was  made  use  of  by  the  appellant 

The  Lord  Ordinary  repelled  the  dilatory  defence  to  the  competen- 
cy of  the  action  brought  before  him,  and  allowed  a  proof  to  the  le- 
spondent  of  his  libel,  and  the  property  of  the  stott,  and  all  hidbt  and 
circumstances  in  relation  thereto  ;  and  allowed  the  appellant  to  prove, 
on  his  part,  the  several  intimations  made  by  him  as  to  the  itott 
at  the  church  doors  in  the  neighbourhood,  and  at  the  market  crom 
of  Stirling,  ^'  and  of  the  appreciation  of  the  said  stott,  and  the  extent 
*^  of  said  appreciation.'' 
After  the  proof  was  closed,  and  various  interlocutors  were  pr»- 
Nov.  3,  ]748.nounced,  the  Court  finally  pronounced  this  interlocutor  :  **  find  the 
<<  defender  (appellant)  liable  in  three  guineas,  as  the  value  of  the 
^  stott  (ox)  in  question,  and  in  the  expense  of  the  process,  and  or- 
**  dain  the  pursuer  to  give  in  an  account  of  the  same  against  next 
Dec.  1 ,  1748.  '*  day.**    Thereafter,  and  upon  considering  the  account  given  in,  die 
Court  modified  the  expenses  to  £15  Sterling,  and  decerned  therefor, 
Dec.  9, 1748.  aSid  for  the  value  of  the  stott,  &c.     And,  upon  reclaiming  petitioo, 
the  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  several  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 

Pleaded  far  tl^e  Appellant. — 1.  That  the  cause  was  not  competent 
in  the  Court  of  Session.  2.  That  the  appellant,  by  his  conduct,  hai 
done  nothing  illegal  or  injurious  to  the  respondent,  or  deserring  of 
any  censure  or  penalty.    3.  The  respondent's  behaviour  has  been 
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higUy  unjustifiable,  Tcxatious,  and  oppressire,  by  neglecting  to  bring        ^^^q*^^ 
proof  of  the  property  when  he  ought  to  have  brought  it  at  first,  and    , 
by  wilfully  disdaining  to  apply  to  the  Sheriff  for  that  end,  as  others     rosebbrbt 
in  the  like  cases  have  done,  in  order  to  recoTer  their  strayed  cattle,  ^- 

and  also  from  his  insisting  upon  prosecuting,  after  the  appellant  of-        j^j^ 
fered  to  make  satisfaction  for  the  value,  if  the  stott  really  belonged     PBiMaosB. 
to  him. 

Pleaded  by  the  BespanderU.'^The  respondent  did  enter  his  claim 
to  the  property  of  the  ox  in  due  time,  which  he  notified  to  the  ap- 
pellant, praying  redelirery,  and  offering  payment  of  whaterer  sum 
might  be  demanded  in  name  of  grass  mail  and  other  expenses ;  and 
the  eyidence  then  given  that  the  ox  belonged  to  him  was  such  as 
ought  to  hare  satisfied  the  appellant. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  the  Appellant,  W,  Orant^  W.  Murray. 

For  the  Bespondent,  Alex.  Lockhartj  A.  Forrester, 

Note.— -This  case,  from  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  dispute,  and  the  tri- 
vial sum  involved,  produced  a  good  deal  of  noise  in  Westminster  Hall. 
It  u  mentioned  in  Blackstone's  Commentaries,  8ro.  Edit.  vol.  iii*  p.  393. 


(Mor.  14,019,  €f  Lord  Monboddo's  Remarks,  5  Brown's  Sup.  926,  ef 

BelFs  Com.  p.  659.) 

The  Earl  of  Boseberrt,  .  .  .       Appellant  ; 

The  Creditors  op  Hugh  Lord  Viscount  Primrose,  )  ^^gnnndenig 
Deceased,         •  .  .  .J  *       ' 

House  of  Lords,  3d  April,  1767* 

EVTAIL — RZOIBTKATIOX — ACT      1685 — PASSIVE     REPRESEKTATIOK. — 

(1.)  An  eotail  was  made,  aad  charter  and  infeftment  passed  thereon  some 
jears  before  the  Act  1685,  refrarding  the  recording  of  entails,  Held,  that  in 
order  to  protect  against  creditors,  such  an  entail  must  be  recorded.  (2.) 
An  heir  succeeding,  not  by  an  universal  title,  bat  as^heir  under  a  particular 
destination,  and  not  htn-ea  alioguin  sucoesmrtu,  found  onlj  liable  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  value  to  which  he  succeeded. 

Sir  Archibald  Primrose,  Bart.,  executed  a  strict  entail  of  his 
estate  of  Carriugton,  or  -Primrose,  in  1680,  in  favour  of  his  eldest 
son.  Sir  William  Primrose,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  hodj,  with  se- 
veral remainders  over.  Charter  under  the  great  seal  passed  on  this  168L 
entail,  of  this  date,  and  the  infeftment  taken  thereupon  was  recorded 
in  the  proper  register.  Apr.  29, 1682. 

The  prohibitory,  irritant  and  resolutive  clauses  of  the  entail,  which 
were  directed  against  selling,  alienatiog,  wadsetting,  and  the  con- 
traction of  debts,  were  repeated  in  the  charter  and  infeftment,  and 
also  in  all  the  subsequent  investitures  of  the  estate. 


ROSEBEBRT 

r. 
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1767.  In   1685^  four  years  after  execatbg   this   entail,  the  act  re- 

garding the  registration  of  entails  iras  passed ;  and  it  was  allied  bj 
the  appellant,  that  it  was  understood,  at  the  time  the  act  was  pused, 
CREDITORS  OF  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  oulj  appHcahlo  to  entails  executed  subsequent  to  iU 
LORD  date. 
PRIMROSE.  jjj  2690,  an  act  was  passed  "  for  the  security  of  the  crediton, 
▼assals,  and  heirs  of  entail,  of  persons  forfeited,"  by  which  it  is  pio- 
Tided  that  the  heirs  of  entail  shall  not  be  prejudiced  by  the  foifo- 
tures  of  their  predecessors,  '^  prorided  the  right  of  tailzie  be  regii- 
''  trate,  and  conform  to  the  act  of  Parliament  in  the  year  1685.** 

In  consequence  of  this  act,  some  of  the  old  entails  made  Man 
the  year  1685,  were  produced  to  the  Lords  of  Session,  and  recorded 
in  terms  of  the  act  1685. 

The  male  line  of  Sir  William  Primrose  having  failed  by  thedeatk 

1741.        of  Hugh  Lord  Yiscount  Primrose,  in  May  17-^1  >  without  issue,  the 

succession  to  the  entailed  estate  opened  to  the  next  remainder  mso, 

James  Earl  of  Roseberry,  who  was  serred.  xetoured,  and  infeft,  as 

heir  of  tailzie  to  the  Yiscount,  and  his  infefhnent  duly  recorded. 

The  Yiscount  Primrose  died  much  in  debt,  his  unentailed  estite 
and  his  personal  property  being  inadequate  to  pay  the  claims  of  hii 
creditors. 

After  the  entailed  estate  had  been  possessed  by  the  appellant  sad 
his  predecessors  for  22  years,  the  creditors  of  Lord  Yiscount  Piim- 
rose  raised  an  action  against  the  appellant,  as  heir  of  proyision  in  the 
Primrose  estate,  for  the  payment  of  the  balance  still  due  to  thesL 
This  they  did,  upon  the  ground  that  the  entail  was  invalid  agaiut 
creditors,  in  consequence  of  its  not  being  recorded,  contending  that 
the  act  1685  applied  to  entails  made  before,  as  well  as  subsequeot 
to,  the  date  thereof. 

The  answer  made  was,  that  the  act  only  applied  to  entails  made 

subsequent  to  its  date.  But  here  the  entail  was  completed  by  charter 

and  infeftment  before  the  statute  ordering  the  registration  of  entaib 

was  passed. 

Jane  25, 1765.     ^^^  Lords  pronounced  this  interlocutor :  "  Find,  that  the  tailzie 

of  the  estate  of  Primrose,  founded  on  by  the  defender*  thou^ 
bearing  date,  and  'completed  by  infeftment,  prior  to  the  act  con- 
^'  coming  tailzies  in  the  year  1685 ;  yet,  not  having  been  recorded 
'*  in  the  register  of  tailzies,  in  terms  of  that  statute,  is  not  efiectual 
"  against  creditors,  and  therefore  the  Lords  repel  the  defence  founded 
^^  on  the  said  tailzie,  and  remit  to  the  Lord  Ordinary  to  proceed 
"  accordingly."  On  further  petition,  in  which,  besides  aiguii^  the 
point  of  registration,  the  appellant  contended,  that  as  he  took  the 
estate  of  Primrose  in  the  character  of  heir  of  provision  to  the  Yis- 
count, and  not  by  a  universal  title,  he  could  only  be  liable  to  tlia 
creditors  in  valorem  of  that  succession.  The  Court  adhered  as  to 
Jul  J  9,  1765.  the  registration  of  the  entail ;  and  as  to  the  second  point,  remitted 
to  the  Ordinary.    The  Lord  Ordinary  thereafter  ordained  the  oedi- 
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tors  to  gire  ia  aa  account  and  state  of  their  debts,  and  the  defender        1767« 
to  gire  in  objections.     This  being  done,  the  Lord  Ordinary  "  Found  ' 

"  the  appellant  liable  for  the  debts  as  contained  in  the  said  state,    "oskbkbbt 
"  amounting,  at  the  term  of  Martinmas  17^5,  to  the  sum  of  £3892.  crrditors  op 

But  on  representation,  in  which  much  discussion  took  place  as  to    pbimrosr. 
the  debts  of  the  creditors  and  the  Earl's  liability  therefor,  the  Court,  j^^'  ^'  J^^^ 
on  the  report  of  Lord  Baljarg,  found,  that  the  "  Earl  of  Roseberry  is  JqIj  jq*  1766! 
^'  liable  for  the  debts  of  the  deceased  Hugh  Viscount  Primrose  to 
^^  the  extent  only  of  the  yalue  of  the  estate  of  Carrington  and  rents 
*^  thereof.     But  as  to  the  quantum  of  the  said  rents  for  which  he  is 
'^  liable,  remit  to  the  Ordinary."  The  Court  further  repelled,  by  the 
same  interlocutor,  seyeral  objections  stated  by  the  appellant  to  the 
accounts,  particularly,  to  the  promissory  note  due  to  Baird,  and  an 
English  bond  due  to  Mrs.  Erskine,  on  the  ground  of  prescription. 

Against  these  interlocutors,  in  so  far  as  unfarourable  to  the  appel- 
lant, the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant, — The  law  of  Scotland,  with  respect  to 
the  efficacy  of  entails,  before  the  act  of  Parliament  1685,  is  fixed  and 
clear;  it  was  settled  by  the  judgment  in  the  case  of  the  creditors  of  the 
Earl  of  Annandale,  and  by  an  universal  acquiescence  therewith  for 
upwards  of  23  years.  And  as  the  entail  in  question  was  made  and 
completed  by  charter  and  infeftment  several  years  before  1685,  it 
must,  in  common  law,  have  been  effectual,  and  barred  the  respond- 
ents, were  it  not  for  the  act  1685.  But  as  that  statute  bears  no  ie~ 
trospect  on  the  face  of  it,  the  words  and  the  evident  meaning  as  to 
registration,  are  clearly  confined  to  future  entails,  or  entails  made 
after  its  date.  The  legislature  clearly  understood  it  so,  for  no  ante- 
rior entails  were  recorded  in  consequence  of  the  act.  The  Courts  of  jus- 
tice likewise  followed  the  same  construction,  for  in  every  question,  in 
regard  to  entails  so  made,  the  entail  was  sustained  as  effectual.  Even 
the  respondents  were  of  the  same  opinion  in  1741,  when  their 
debtor  died,  and  they  continued  of  this  opinion  for  22  years  there- 
after. A  contrary  construction  would  undo  every  old  entail ;  for  if 
registration  be  necessary,  as  the  law  does  not  enforce  the  recording 
of  old  entails,  it  would  rest  entirely  with  the  heir  of  provision  whe- 
ther any  of  these  entails  should  be  effectual — a  state  of  things  which 
the  law  never  intended. 

Pleaded  for  the  EesponderUs. — By  the  express  words  of  the  sta- 
tute 1685,  no  tailzies  are  to  be  effectual  against  purchasers  and  cre- 
ditors, but  such  only  as  have  the  prohibitive,  irritant,  and  resolutive 
clauses  inserted  in  the  original  and  progressive  title  deeds,  and  where 
the  tailzie  itself  is  produced  judicially  to  the  Lords  of  Session,  and 
by  them  allowed  of  and  recorded  in  the  register  of  tailzies  ;  and, 
therefore,  as  this  tailzie  of  the  estate  of  Primrose  was  not  produced 
judicially  to  the  Lords  of  Session,  nor  by  them  allowed  nor  recorded 
in  the  register  of  tailzies,  it  cannot  affect  creditors  contracting  with 
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1770.       the  heir  Id  possession.    Besides,  the  act  1690,  enacting  that  no  hat 

of  entail  shall  be  prejudged  bj  the  forfeiture  of  his  predecessor, 

BosEBCBBT  provided  the  entail  be  registered  conform  to  the  act  1085,  mau- 
festlj  supposes  that  all  entaib  containing  prohibitire,  irritant,  and 
resolutiye  clauses,  ought  to  be  recorded. 

For  the  Appellant,  C.  Tork,  Al.  WedderJmrn. 

For  the  Respondents,  Jos,  Montgomery^  Thos.  LodeharU 

Note— The  2nd  point  nf  as  not  appealed,  as  is  supposed  bj  Profrtwr 
Bell,  (Com.  yoI.  i.  p.  659,  n.  1.; 


V 
FOULIS,  &C. 


The  Earl  of  Rosbbbrrt, ApptBant ; 

Wm.Foulis,  Esq.  and  Othbr%  the  Heirs-Substi-^ 

tutes  and  Creditors  of  the  Entailed  EsUte  of  >      Betpondait. 

Primrose,         ••••••) 

House  of  Lords,  4th  May  1770. 

Emtaii. — PaoHiBiTioM  AOAiirsT  CoKTRACTiiro  Debts. — AneBtaflm 

executed  of  an  estate,  with  prohibitory,  irritant,  and  resolatiTO  clauses,  9f 
rected  against  the  contraction  of  debt,  or  burdening  the  estate,  or  sell- 
ing or  alienating  the  same.  A  subsequent  heir  of  entail  having  coo- 
tracted  debt,  a  succeeding  heir  of  entail  applied  to  the  Court  for  liberty  to 
sell  part  of  the  estate  for  payment  thereof:  Held,  that  by  the  coocepliaa 
of  the  entail,  the  pursuer  could  not  sell  for  the  payment  of  debts.  Affliacd 
in  the  House  of  Lords,  on  the  special  ground,  that  the  debts  were  oonlTaet* 
ed  sii^ce  the  death  of  the  entailer,  contrary  to  his  intention. 

The  estate  of  Carrington  originally  belonged  to  ISr  Ardiibald 
Primrose,  and  afterwards  to  his  grandson,  Hugh  Lord  Yiseoaiit 
Primrose.  It  stood  deyised  by  strict  entail,  executed  bj  the  snd 
Archibald  to  his  eldest  son  William,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  bodj, 
remainder  to  his  youngest  son  Archibald,  and  the  heirs  nude  of  his 
body,  with  sereral  remainders  over.  It  contained  prohibitiTe,  ini- 
tant,  and  resolutire  clauses  against  altering  the  order  of  successiaa, 
aliening  the  estate  in  whole  or  in  part,  charging  it  with  debts,  or 
doing  any  fact  or  deed  by  which  the  same  might  be  apprised  cr 
adjudged.  The  entail  itself  was  lost,  but  charter  under  the  gnst 
seal,  9th  December  1681,  passed  thereupon  in  fiirour  of  the  son, 
which,  with  the  instrument  of  sasine,  were  extant ;  but  the  entail 
was  neyer  recorded  in  the  register  of  tailzies. 

In  I74I9  the  nude  line  of  Sir  William  Primrose  having  fiiiled,  bj 
the  death  of  Hugh  Lord  Viscount  Primrose  without  issue,  James 
Earl  of  Roseberry,  the  appellant's  fiither,  ddest  son  of  Aidubald 
Primrose,  the  second  son  of  the  maker  of  the  entail,  was  ser?ed 
heir  of  tailzie  to  his  cousin,  Lord  Primrose,  and  was  infeft  in  Gsr- 
rington  in  1742. 

The  question  was.  Whether  this  entail  of  the  Gairington  estate 
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was  good  against  the  debts  of  the  creditors  of  his  father  and  of  Lord        177 1  • 

Primrose.  The  appellant  having  brought  an  action  (ranking  and  sale) 

for  the  sale  of  part  of  the  estate  for  the  purpose  of  paying  off  these     vicoutox 
debts,  and  praying  the  Court  to  **  authorise  a  sale  of  as  much  of  the     hicolsom. 
'*  said  lands  and  estate  as  will  pay  the  said  debts,  and  to  find  and  de- 
*'  clare  that  by  such  sale  the  appellant  shall  not  incur  any  irritancy  of 
'*  the  entail.'*    The  respondent  contended  that  the  entail  gare  no 
power  to  sell  part  of  the  estate  for  the  said  debts. 

The  Court,  after  full  memorials,  ^^  founds  and  hereby  find,  That  i^^.,  e   1770. 

by  the  conception  of  the  entail  of  the  estate  of  Primrose  (Carring- 

ton)  neither  the  pursuer  (appellant)  nor  any  of  the  heirs  of  entail, 
"  are  empowered  to  sell  any  part  of  the  estate  for  payment  of  the 
**  debts,  and  therefore  refuse  to  interfere  or  authorise  any  sale  for 
^'  that  purpose.** 

Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was  brought  to  the 
House  of  Lords. 

Affer  counsel  were  heard,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutor  be  affirmed,  because 
the  debts  in  this  case  hare  arisen  since  the  death  of  the  maker 
of  the  entail,  contraiy  to  his  intention,  and  from  a  cause  which 
he  could  not  fi>resee ;  without  prejudice  to  the  question,  if  the 
debts  had  been  contiacted  by  the  maker  of  the  entail,  or  any  of 
his  predecessors. 

For  the  Appellant,  Jcu,  MorUgomery^ 

Em  parte* 


Mrs.  Ma&oabet  Houston  Stewabt  Nicolson,  Appellant; 

Houston  Stewart  Nicolson,  Esq.,  BespondenL 

House  of  Lords,  18th  Feb.  1771. 

DiyoacE— PaooF— Abmxssibilitt  of  Particbps  CsixiiriB— Also  of 
A  Slave. — In  the  course  of  a  proof,  in  an  action  of  divorce  againit  the  wife, 
the  party  with  whom  she  had  adultery  was  adduced  as  a  witness  against  her: 
Held  him  admissible  as  a  witness.  This  judgment  affirmed  in  the  House  of 
Lords.  It  was  also  objected  to  a  slave,  that  he  vras  incapable  of  bearing 
testimony,  he  not  being  a  Christian,  or  able  to  take  the  usual  oath.  The  Court 
of  Session  ordered  him  to  be  examined  as  to  his  belief  or  creed.  This  affirm- 
ed on  appeaL 

This  was  an  action  of  dirorce  brought  by  the  respondent  against 
his  wife,  on  the  ground  of  adultery,  committed  bj  her  with  William 
Graham,  a  servant  man  to  Sir  William  Maxwell  of  Springkell,  while 
on  a  Tifiit  at  Springkell. 

A  proof  being  allowed  bjr  the  Commissaries,  in  the  course  thereof 
the  appellant  stated  certain  objections  to  the  witnesses  offered  as  in- 
competent in  law. 
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177 1 .  In  the  first  place,  she  ohjected  to  William  Graham  as  a  witness,  on 

the  ground  that  he  was  a  particeps  criminis,  the  alleged  adolterer, 


NIC  OLSON     and  therefore  a  party  who  could  not  be  examined  to  prore  the  adal< 

mcoLBov.    ^^^'     ^^^  ^^®  ^^^^  objected  to  Lady  Maxwell  and  Sir  William 
Maxwell  adduced  against  her  as  witnesses,  on  the  ground  of  reh- 
tionship  to  the  pursuer  who  adduced  them.  Lady  Maxwell  being  lus 
sister*    3d.  She  next  objected  to  the  admissibility  of  a  negro  named 
Latchemo,  in  the  service  of  the  respondent's  sister  Lady  Maxwell ; 
on  the  ground  that  a  slare  was  inadmissible,  as  not  being  a  Ghristiao, 
and  therefore  incapable  of  feeling  and  understanding  the  proper 
sanctions  of  an  oath.    4th.  She  next  objected  to  the  adnussifaility 
of  John  Busbie,  on  the  ground  of  his  having  acted  as  agent  in  die 
cause^  and  therefore  objectionable  on  the  ground  of  agency. 
July  4,  1776.     The  Commissioners  pronounced  this  interlocutor  : — **  Having  con- 
"  sidered  the  depositions  of  the  witnesses  already  adduced,  with  the 
"  objections  stated  to  those  offered,  allow  Sir  William  Maxwell  to  be 
examined  cum  nota;  as  also  allow  Lady  Maxwell  to  be  adduced, 
reserving  to  the  defender  to  put  such  interrogations  to  her  in  im- 
**  iiaUbus  as  may  further  tend  to  support  the  objections  to  her  tesd- 
*<  mony.    And  reserving  to  the  Commissaries  to  judge  of  the  import 
*'  of  the  witnesses  answers  to  these  interrogatories,  and  likewise  to 
*'  judge  what  credit  is  due  to  her  testimony,  in  case  she  shall  be  ad- 
^'  mitted :  Find  the  objections  stated  against  the  evidence  of  the  said 
"  W^illiam  Qraham  not  competent  at  the  ilefender's  instance ;  and 
^^  therefore  repel  the  said  objections,  and  allow  the  witness  to  be 
'^  adduced ;  reserving  to  him^  in  case  he  thinks  fit,  to  object  to  his 
*^  own  examination,  or  to  the  interrogatories  to  be  put  to  him,  and  to 
the  Court  to  judge  of  the  import  of  his  objections,  if  any  such  are 
offered,  as  accords :  As  to  Latchemo  the  negro,  before  answer,  ap- 
*^  point  him  to  appear  in  Court,  in  order  to  be  examined  upon  the  ar* 
^'  tides  of  his  faith:  And  find.  That  the  said  John  Busbie  cannot  be 
<<  examined  as  a  witness  upon  any  facts  that  have  come  to  his  know- 
^'  ledge  since  the  time  that  he  was  employed  as  an  agent  in  this 
"  cause ;  and  so  far  sustain  the  objections  stated  against  him." 
In  an  advocation,  the  Lord  Ordinary,  after  advising  with  the 
Dec.  6,  1776.  Lords,  pronounced  this  interlocutor :  *'  Refuses  the  bill  with  lespeet 
*<  to  William  Graham,  and  Latchemo  the  negro,  being  examined  as 
*^  witnesses  in  this  cause,  and  in  so  far  remits  the  cause  to  the  Com- 
missaries simpliciter ;  and  farther  remits  the  cause  to  the  Com- 
missaries with  this  instruction,  that  they  first  determine  the  qaes- 
^^  tion  with  respect  to  their  allowing  Lady  Maxwell  to  be  examined 
*^  as  a  witness  in  this  cause,  and  then,  before  determining  the  question, 
*'  Whether  Sir  Wm.  Maxwell  is  to  be  examined  ?  that  they  ordain 
**  the  pursuer  to  give  in  a  special  condescendence  of  the  questioni 
<<  in  which  he  proposes  to  interrogate  the  said  Sir  William  MaxweU." 
The  appellant  brought  the  present  appeal  against  the  interiocotois 
of  the  Commissaries  and  of  the  Court  of  Session,  in  so  far  as  Aey 
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permit  the  examination  of  William  Graham  and  Latchemo  the  negro        1771. 
slaTe.  ■ 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellant.— A%  to  the  admissibility  of  William     mico"o« 
Graham,  the  particeps  criminis,  with  whom  the  adultery  is  saidto  hare     ncouov. 
been  committed.     Ist.  By  the  civil  law,  which,  when  not  opposed  by 
statute  or  feudal  law,  takes  place  uniyersally  in  Scotland,  the  person  ac* 
ensed  as  adulterer  could  not  be  examined  to  proTO  the  adultery,  nei- 
ther could  a  person  convicted  of  adultery  be  a  witness  at  all ;  and  the  Vide  Pan:  De 
same  is  the  law  of  Scotland,  in  conformity  with  the  civil  law.  There  I^itu.  Nupt. 
are  yarious  decisions  in  Scotland  upon  these  principles,  and  the  fol-  ^'      j    rpfZ 
lowing  very  late  one,  in  the  case  of  Carruthers  against  his  wife,  when  tib.  Par.  4. 
the  Court  of  Session  added  this  instruction  to  the  order  allowing  a  Stat.  Wm.  the 
proof,  yiz.  "  That  he,  Bell,  (the  person  with  whom  the  wife  was  sf^^  George 
«'  charged  to  hare  committed  adultery,)  be  not  admitted  a  witness  Mackenzie, 
**  either  for  or  against  the  defender,  as  to  the  facts  charged  against  tit.  Witness 
'<  him  by  the  other  witnesses.*'     The  present  case  &lls  under  both 
these  rules  ;  for,   1.  The  pursuer  accuses  Graham  as  the  adulterer  ; 
and,  2.  The  purport  of  asking  his  oath,  is  to  make  him  confess  it, 
which  is  equivalent  to  a  conviction.      2.  The  appellant  has  reason 
to  belieye  that  some  precedents,  alleged  to  have  been  brought  from 
the  ecclesiastical  courts  in  England,  greatly  influenced  the  Court  of 
Session  in  making  the  last  judgment  complained  of.     The  appellant 
is  a  stranger  to  these  cases,  as  well  as  the  grounds  on  which  they 
proceeded.    She  apprehends  the  circumstances  attending  them  must 
have  been  totally  difierent  from  those  attending  the  present  case. 
Bat  whether  they  were  or  not,  these  ought  not  to  have  had  any  more 
effect  here  than  as  exhibiting  the  course  of  practice  in  any  other 
foreign  jurisdiction ;    and  it  is  humbly  submitted  that  it  is  the  law 
of  Scotland  which  must  govern  the  case.     By  the  law  of  Scotland, 
the  evidence  of  ultroneous  witnesses  (that  is,  persons  offering  them- 
selves as  such,)  cannot  be  received;  and  the  Court  here  has  departed 
from  the  Scotch  practice,  by  authorising  the  examination  of  Graham, 
and  in  the  same  breath  allowing  hjm  to  object  to  such  examination, 
thereby  giving  him  an  option  of  being  or  not  being  examined,  which, 
in  case  the  former  should  be  his  choice,  must  fix  the  character  of  ul- 
troneous witness  on  him.    Further,  he  was  objectionable  on  an- 
other ground.     It  has  been  seen  that  he  was  servant  to  Sir  William 
and  Lady  Maxwell,  and  it  has  all  but  been  proved,  that  this  action 
was  first  instigated  by  Lady  Maxwell,  and  carried  on  by  the  direc- 
tion of  Sir  William.     Graham  is  the  son  of  one  of  Sir  William's 
tenants,  was  brought  up  in  his  family,  and  rose  gradually  to  the  sta- 
tion of  upper  servant,  and  was  a  favourite  with  Sir  William  and  his 
Jjady,  from  all  which  he  is  under  such  influence  as  disqualifies  him. 
d.  As  to  the  admissibility  of  Latchemo,  Sir  William's  negro  slave, 
the  appellant  humbly  apprehends,  that  till  Sir  William  himself  is  ad- 
mitted as  a  witness  in  this  cause,  his  slave  ought  not  nor  can  be 
received,  and  that  no  slave,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  can  be  received 
as  a  witness. 

VOL.  in.  2  u 


1 


VIC  OLSON 
V. 


668  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

1771.  Pleaded  for  the  Eespondent. — ^There  are  two  points  to  be  deter, 

mined  here ;  first,  Whether  William  Graham,  the  person  aocosed  o£ 
the  adultery  with  the  appellant,  is  an  admissible  witness  against  her, 
RXC0L80H,    <^^>  ^*  Whether  the  negro  slave  shall  be  admitted  ? 

There  is  nothing  in  the  law  of  Scotland  which  puts  a  negative  upon 
the  evidence  of  the  particeps  criroinis.  On  the  contrary,  from  the 
authorities,  both  in  the  civil  and  Scotch  law  above  quoted,  it  is  clear 
that  such  evidence  is  not  only  admissible,  but  requisite  and  necessa- 
ry, in  proving  adultery  and  all  other  crimes.  These  authorities  aie 
corroborated  and  strengthened  by  the  uniform  practice  not  <mlj  of 
the  spiritual  court  in  Scotland,  where  the  adulterer  has  generally 
been  permitted  to  give  evidence,  but  also  by  the  practice  of  the  ciwl 
or  criminal  courts,  where,  in  trials  for  murder,  robbery,  forgery,  and 
other  crimes,  the  socii  have  always  been  admitted  as  witnesses.  Tliis 
rule  is  not  peculiar  to  the  spiritual  court  of  Scotland,  but  is  abs 
the  rule  in  the  spiritual  courts  in  England,  where  the  paramour  ii 
admitted  as  a  competent  witness.  The  objections  therefore^  Qaorf 
nemo  ienetur  jurare  in  turpitudinem  suam^  and  that  the  witness^  lij 
swearing  to  the  iact,  renders  himself  infamous  and  intestible,  are  both 
of  them  admissions  of  the  matter  the  respondent  has  undertaken  to 
prove,  and  might  perhaps  supersede  the  necessity  of  his  callii^  aoj 
witnesses.  The  objection,  if  good  at  all,  ispersonal  to  the  witness  alonc^ 
and  not  competent  to  the  appellant.  As  to  the  case  of  Carmthas 
founded  on,  Bell  was  adduced  for  the  defender  and  not  for  the  pur- 
suer of  the  divorce,  and  so  does  not  apply  to  this  case.  And  as  ts 
the  objection  from  the  influence  which  Lady  and  Sir  William  Max- 
well (who  are  alleged  to  have  instigated  the  action)  have  ofver  the 
witness,  both  the  one  and  the  other  are  groundless.  But  where,  as 
in  this  case,  the  judges  have  reserved  to  themselves  to  judge  whsi 
degree  of  credibility  shall  be  given  to  his  evidence,  all  these  ol 
become  frivolous.  2.  All  that  the  Court  has  determined 
Latchemo  the  negro,  is,  That  he  is  to  be  examined  on  the  aitide  ef 
hia  fiedth ;  which  is  a  proceeding^so  unexceptionable  that  it  is  aaas- 
ing  it  should  have  been  complained  of  in  tins  appeal.  If,  fron  the 
examination,  the  Court  shall  judge  it  improper  to  take  bis 
in  the  cause,  he  will  be  rejected.  If  otherwise,  his  being  in  a 
of  slavery  to  Sir  Wm.  Maxwell,  can  afford  no  legal  objection  to  his 
admissibility,  when  he  is  to  give  evidence  under  the  protection  of  the 
law. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Al  Wedderhurn^  /.  Dunning,  J  DalrymfU. 
For  Respondent,  Jos.  Montgomery^  Tho*.  LockharL 
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1772. 
[Mor.  55390 


WILLOCK,  &C. 

RoBSBT  WiLLOCE  of  CorahiU,  London,  Bookseller ;)  r. 

and  Patwci  and  JoHir  Straton  of  Montrose,?-  AppOanU;       occhxebloht. 
Merchants, J 

John  Ouohtbblont  of  Montrose,  Esq.,  .  BespondenU 

* 

House  of  Lords,  SOth  March  1772. 

AsmsABS  or  Irtekest-— Adjcdications — Hebitablb  Bond — Heeitablb 
OB  MoTBABLBv— (1.)  An  heriua>le  bond  was  granted  for  a  large  amoKuit— 
after  which  decret  of  abjudication  was  obtained  thereon,  for  principal 
and  arrears  of  interest.  Fart  (£5500)  of  the  principal  sum  contained 
in  the  heritable  bond,  was  conveyed,  without  any  mention  of  the  adjudi- 
cation, to  Alexander  Ouchterlony,  and  by  him  to  his  brother  George  in  life- 
rent, and  to  his  nephew  John  in  fee.  The  Iatter*8  heir,  on  the  death,  first  of 
Alexander  and  then  of  George,  cbumed  not  only  the  fee  of  £5500,  but  also 
the  arrears  of  interest  due  thereon,  amounting  to  £4296.  Held  that  the  ar- 
rears were  heritable,  and  went  to  the  heir  and  not  to  the  executors  of  the 
will  of  George:  Reversed  on  ^peal,  and  the  executors  by  the  will  entitled 
to  the  arrears.  (2d.)  The  other  part  of  the  heritable  debt  (£4517.  1 5s.),  and 
certain  annuity  bonds,  were  conveyed  by  George  to  his  trustees  by  a  trust 
deed,  reserving  power  to  alter ;  and  a  will  made  in  virtue  of  this  reserved 
power,  Held  that  these  were  sufficiently  conveyed  so  as  to  go  to  his  executors, 
and  beyond  the  daim  of  his  heir  at  law. 

John  Onchterlony,  merchant  in  Montrose,  and  Alexander  and 
Geoige  Ouchterlonj,  merchants  in  London,  were  brothers  german ; 
and  Uxej  had  one  sister,  who  was  the  mother  of  the  appellant,  Ro- 
bert Willock.  Neither  Alexander  nor  George  left  any  issue  ;  but 
John,  the  eldest  brother,  left  issue,  Robert  his  eldest  son,  and  John 
his  second;  and  also  two  daughters,  Margaret,  who  is  the  wife  of 
Patrick  Straton,  and  Margeiy^  unmarried.  Robert  died,  leaving 
fire  children,  three  sons  and  two  daughters,  whereof  John  Ouchter- 
lonj, the  respondent,  is  the  eldest  son.  John,  the  younger  brother 
of  Robert,  died  without  issue. 

Thus  the  respondent  John  Ouchterlonj  became  heir  at  law  not 
onlj  of  his  father  and  grandfather,  but  also  of  Alexander  and  George 
Oachterlonj  his  grand-uncles,  and  of  John  his  uncle.  Under  this 
character  he  was  claiming  almost  the  whole  residue  of  his  grandfa- 
ther George's  estate.  And  the  present  question  occurred  between 
him  and  the  appellants,  who  are  the  trustees  and  executors  of  the 
grand -uncle,  who  held  the  estate  for  the  purpose  of  distribution  a- 
mong  a  number  of  nephews  and  nieces. 

The  Duke  of  Norfolk  and  partners,  lessees  under  Sir  Alex.  Mur- 
xaj,  of  his  mines  in  the  count j  of  Argyle,  granted  a  sublease  of  those 
mines  to  the  York  Buildings  Co.  for  the  term  of  twenty-five  years, 
at  a  tack  duty  of  £3600.  For  better  security  of  the  regular  payment 
of  the  rent,  the  Duke  and  his  partners  were  infef  t  in  the  York  Build- 


660  CASES  ON  APPEAL  FROM  SCOTLAND. 

1772.       ings  Co.  estates  in  Scotland ;  and  the  Company  likewise  gnnted 
personal  annuity  bonds  to  the  sereral  partners  for  their  respeedTe 


wiLLocK,  &c.  proportions  of  the  said  rent  transferable  by  indorsement ;  and  ts 

oncuTEBLoNY  ^^^  ^^  *^®^®  bonds,  for  £25  each,  the  said  Alexander  Oochterloay, 
the  respondent's  grand  uncle,  acquired  right  by  indorsation  from  like 
Duke  of  Norfolk,  Sir  Robert  Sutton,  and  Sir  Alex.  Murray,  the  ori- 
ginal grantees.  Three  of  these  ^ bonds  were  the  absolute  property 
and  separate  estate  of  Alexander  Ouchterlony,  the  fourth  was  in- 
dorsed  to  him  in  security  of  a  debt  due  by  Sir  Alexander  Mumyt 

The  York  Buildings  Company  haring  failed  to  pay  their  rent,  the 
Duke  of  Norfolk  and  partners  sued  out  adjudications  against  th« 
Company's  estates,  for  securing  payment  of  these  arrears,  and  upon 
all  of  these  adjudications,  charter  was  obtained,  and  infefhnent  passed 
thereon. 

Nov.  12,1737.  Of  this  date,  Charles  Murray,  heir  of  Sir  Alexander  Murray,  to 
whom  Sir  Alexander  had  conyeyed  his  estates,  granted  an  heritable 
bond  over  his  lands  to  George  Ouchterlony,  for  the  sum  of  £10,017- 
15s.  with  an  annual  rent  for  the  same  of  £500.  IJs*  9d.  or  snch  sa 
annual  rent,  less  or  more,  as  should  at  the  time  correspond  to  the 
said  principal  sum.  This  heritable  bond  contained  an  assignation  to 
such  share  of  the  mines  and  minerals  as  remained  in  and  belonged 
to  the  said  Charles  Murray  at  the  time  of  granting  the  said  heritable 
bond,  and  were  not  let  or  disposed  of  formerly  by  him.  A  decree  of 
adjudication  of  the  estates  so  mortgaged  was  obtained  in  the  name 
of  George,  for  the  principal  sum,  penalty,  and  interest,  contained  in 
the  said  heritable  bond,  extending  at  the  date  of  the  decree  to  the 
sum  of  £12,371.  ISs. 

George  Ouchterlony  by  disposition^  wherein  he  recited  the  afoie- 

Aug. 1 7, 1742.  said  heritable  bond  granted  to  him  by  the  said  Charles  Murray,  and 
seisin  thereupon  taken,  but  did  not  mention  the  aforesaid  decree  of 
adjudication,  sold  and  disponed  to  John  Arbuthnot  a  yearly  anniitl 
rent  of  £275.  as  part  of  the  said  yearly  annual  rent  of  £500. 17s.9d., 
or  such  an  annual  rent  less  or  more  as  should  correspond  to  the  pria* 
cipal  sum  of  £5500.  therein  after  assigned,  being  part  of  the  said  aom 
of  £10,017*  I5s.  for  which  the  heritable  bond  aboTe  mentioned  wm 
granted.  And  thereby  assigned  to  him  the  heritable  bond  to  the 
extent  of  £5500,  together  with  the  heritable  bond  itself  in  all  its  pro- 

Aug.  3, 1753.  visions,  articles,  heads,  and  clauses.  John  Arbuthnot  conreyedthis 
right,  so  acquired  by  him,  to  Alexander  Ouchterlony,  bat  without 
any  mention  being  made  of  the  decree  of  adjudication  aboTe  set 

Oct.l7, 1758.  forth.  Of  this  date,  Alexander  conreyed  to  George  OochterloBy, 
his  brother  in  liferent,  and  to  John  Ouchterlony  his  nephew  in  fee, 
the  foresaid  annualrent  of  £275,  and  principal  sum  of  £5500»  with 
the  interest  thereof  from  and  after  the  day  of  his  decease,  with  this 
proviso,  that  George  should  pay  the  interest  of  all  his  debts  dne  by 
him,  ¥rithout  recourse  against  his  nephew.  But  this  dispositioii  h« 
reserred  power  to  alter.   Accordingly  Alexander,  executed  a  last  wi9 
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and  testament,  in  the  following  teims,  *^  As  to  mj  estates,  goods  and       1772. 
*^  cbatels,  mj  will  is,  that  after  payment  of  all  my  debts,  as  also  le-    , 


4< 

C< 
C« 
ft 


^<  gacies  which  I  shall  herein,  or  by  a  codicil,  mention  to  be  paid  to  willock,  &c. 
^'  sundry  persons,  the  residue,  whether  personal  or  real,  may  go  to  ^* 

^'  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  my  brother,  George  Ouchteriony,  and  j^^gW  5^  1754.* 
*^  in  remainder  to  John  Ouchteriony,  my  nephew,  on  condition,  how- 
^^  erer,  that  the  said  John,  my  nephew,  does  pay,  or  cause  to  be 
**  paid  to  my  said  brother,  whatcTer  interest  he  may  receive  at  any 
«  time  on  an  heritable  bond,  for  the  principal  sum  of  £5500  on  the 
**  estate  of  Charles  Murray  of  Stanope,  Esq.,  which  I  disponed  to  my 
^*  said  nephew  John  Ouchteriony."  **  I  likewise  more  particularly 
mention  the  bonds  or  general  sums  due  from  the  York  Buildings 
Company,  for  the  payment  of  rent  on  a  lease  to  the  said  Company, 
of  mines  in  Argyleshire  let  to  them  by  the  late  Duke  of  Norfolk, 
Sir  Robert  Sutton,  and  others,  together  with  the  accumulated  in- 
terest due  thereon  by  iufeftment  and  adjudications  on  their  estates 
**  in  Scotland,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  £100  yearly  rent  for  my 
«  share,  contained  in  separate  bonds  assigned  to  me  by  the  Duke  of 
'*  Norfolk,  Sir  itobert  Sutton,  and  Sir  Alexander  Murray  ;  and  this 
'^  1  mean  to  be  in  as  much  force  as  if  the  said  bonds  were  made  orer, 
'^  disponed,  or  assigned  to  the  said  George  my  brother,  in  the  forms 
<*  of  the  law  of  Scotland,  and  as  the  said  bonds  are  made  over  to  me 
**  as  above  specified." 

Alexander   died  of  this  date«     His  nephew  also  died  unmarried  April  1758. 
and  intestate.  ^^^'  ^^^^ 

By  the  death  of  Alexander  and  John  Ouchteriony,  the  right  to 
the  debt  on  the  estate  of  Stanope  stood  thus.  There  remained  with 
George,  in  virtue  of  his  original  heritable  bond  right,  the  sum  of 
£4517*  15s.,  being  part  of  the  principal  sum  contained  in  the  heri- 
table bond,  with  a  proportional  part  of  the  interest  and  penalty,  and 
the  whole  benefit  of  the  accumulations  contained  in  the  aforesaid 
decree  of  adjudication,  of  which  he  had  never  conveyed  any  part. 
Geoige  had  also  nght,  by  his  brother  Alexander's  deed  of  disposi- 
tion of  17th  October  1753,  and  last  will  and  testament  of  5th  April 
1754,  to  the  liferent  and  annual  interest  of  the  sum  of  £5500,  being 
the  residue  of  the  principal  sum  contained  in  the  said  heritable  bond; 
inclusive  of  arrears  due  at  his  brother's  death.  And  the  respondent, 
the  grand  nephew,  as  heir  at  law  of  his  uncle,  the  said  John  Ouch- 
teriony, the  nephew  of  Alexander  and  George,  had  right  to  the  fee 
of  the  said  sum. 

George  had  right  also  to  the  annuity  bonds  by  the  will  of  his  bro- 
ther Alexander.  But  a  doubt  having  arisen  whether  the  right  to 
these  funds  could,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  be  efiectually  conveyed  by 
will,  being  secured  by  infeftment  and  adjudication,  the  respondent 
agreed  to  grant  a  conveyance  of  the  same  to  George  Ouchteriony^  Oct.  8,  1760. 
which  was  done  accordingly. 

Thus  stood  the  right  and  interest  of  George  Ouchteriony  in  these 
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1772.        two  debts,  when  be  executed  a  disposttion  and  assignation,  wbereby 
be  conyeyed  to  tbe  appellants,  Robert  Willock,  Patrick  and  Job 


wiLLocK,  &c.  Straton,  and  tbe  respondent  John  Oucbterlony,  that  share  of  the  ddl 
vcHTfcRLONT  ^  heritable  bond  over  tbe  estate  of  Stanope,  wbicb  belonged  to  lum, 
being  £4517.  15s.  of  the  principal  snm  contained  tberdn.  He  also 
^  assigned,  transferred  and  disponed  to  and  in  faTOur  of  the  saidtnii- 
*'  tees,  all  mines  and  noiinerals  and  metals  already  discorered,  or  idnch 
^'  should  thereafter  happen  to  be  discorered,  in  tbe  whole  lands  sod 
'^  others  above  mentioned.  As  also  all  lead  ore  and  other  ore  wbafr- 
'*  soever,  and  particularly  his  share  of  the  tack  duty  due  by  theTo^ 
^^  BuildiDgs  Company,  and  bonds  issued  by  them  therefbie.  In 
'*  trust  for  the  purposes  therein  mentioned." 
ar.  5, 1762.  Farther,  of  this  date,  George  Oucbterlony  executed  his  hut  nill, 
whereby  he  bequeathed  many  special  legacies  and  annuities  to  frieods 
and  relations.  Amongst  others,  be  left  tbe  bequest  of  £50  to  the 
respondent,  in  the  following  terms ;  *^  Whereas  my  grand  nephew, 
"  John  Oucbterlony  is  handsomely  provided  for,  as  being  the  ne- 
^*  phew  and  heir  at  law  of  my  late  nephew,  John  OuchteriofDj  cf 
«  London,  merchant,  deceased  (alluding  to  the  respondents  saoeo- 
*^  sion  to  the  fee  of  tbe  aforesaid  partial  sum  of  £5500),  I  tbereliDt 
^'  give  to  him,  &c."  He  disposed  of  the  residue  of  his  estate  as  fol- 
lows :  '^  All  tbe  rest  and  residue  of  my  estate,  ready  money,  plate, 
'*  linen,  stock  in  business,  and  all  bonds,  bills,  notes,  mortgages,  and 
''  leases,  government  and  other  securities  for  money,  and  all  the  in- 
'^  terest,  rents  and  profits  that  shall  be  due  thereon  at  the  time  of  mj 
^*  decease,  and  all  other  my  estate  and  effects  of  whatever  nature  or 
*'  kind  soever  and  wheresoever,  wbicb  I  shall  die  seized,  possessed 
**  of,  or  entitled  to,  I  give,  devise,  uid  bequeath  the  same  unto  aad 
*<  amongst  all  and  every  of  my  nephews  and  nieces,  grand  nephem 
^'  and  grand  nieces  equally,  to  be  divided  betwixt  them  share  and 
«<  share  alike/'  Robert  Willock,  Patrick  Straton,  and  the  respond- 
dent,  were  the  executors  of  this  will. 

George  Oucbterlony  died  two  years  thereafter,  1764«  The  inl 
was  proved  in  tbe  prerogative  court  of  Canterbury  by  the  appdlaals 
Kobert  Willock  and  Patrick  Straton.  The  respondent  not  only  ac- 
cepted of  his  legacy  of  £50  under  the  will,  but  also  drew  a  diridead 
of  £300,  as  one  of  tbe  residuary  legatees,  under  the  descriptioo  of 
grand  nephew.  He  likewise  acquiesced  in  and  approved  of  the 
trust  deed  of  Feb.  1702,  and  acted  under  it  in  the  character  of  trus- 
tee, by  accepting  a  factory  along  with  his  co-trustees,  appointiiig  a 
person  in  Edinburgh  to  uplift  the  debts  and  funds  in  Scotland. 

It  was  stated  by  tbe  appellants,  that  the  transaction  by  which  the 
respondent  conveyed,  by  his  disposition  of  8th  October  1700,  the  aa- 
nuity  bonds  to  George  Oucbterlony,  was  unknown  to  them,  whereby 
tbe  respondent  was  enabled  to  recover  payment  of  these,  amooatii^ 
to  £2270.  Os.  lid. 

In  a  ranking  and  sale  of  Sir  Alexander  and  Charles  Huiaj'f 
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estates  of  Stanope,  both  of  these  debts  were  ranked  as  follows;  yue.        1772. 
the  respondent  for  £5500,  and  for  the  annual  rents  bjgone  then  in 


arrear^  and  in  time  coming.    And  the  appellants,  as  trustees,  for  "willock,  &c« 


V. 


£4517. 15s.  as  the  remaining  part  of  the  said  total  principal  sum, 

and  the  annual  rents  thereof  then  past  due,  and  to  become  due. 

Neither  party  agreeing  in  this  ranking  of  their  claims,  it  was  agreed 

that  they  should  both  consent  to  gire  the  purchaser  a  conyejanoe, 

reserring  all  questions  as  between  themselves. 
Accordingly  the  respondent  received  £5500  of  principal,  and 

£4552. 19s.  2d.  of  interest  due  thereon.    The  appellants  received 

£4517. 158.  and*  £3426. 14s.  lOd.  of  interest 
The  appellants  having  discovered  the  disposition  of  8th  October 

1760,  were  advised  that  they  had  right  to  £1709.  5s.  8d.,  as  the 

proportion  of  £2279.  Os.  lid.,  corresponding  to  the  three  bonds  a* 

hove  alluded  to.    And  also  to  the  whole  interest  of  £4552. 198.  2d. 

due  on  the  principal  sum  of  £5500,  at  the  death  of  George  Ouch- 

terlony. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  respondent  claimed  the  other  share  of  the 

heritable  bond,  namely,  the  £4517.  l^s«  of  principal,  and  the 
£3420.  of  interest,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  properly  conveyed, 
and  belonged  to  him  as  heir  at  law.  Mutual  actions  against  each 
other  having  been  brought  and  conjoined. 

The  Lords,  on  the  report  of  the  Lord  Justice  Clerk,    pronounc- 
ed  this    interlocutor : — ^^  1.  Sustained  the  defence    proponed  for  Dec.  14, 1769. 
*'  John  Ouchterlony  against  payment  of  the  sum  of  £4296,  as  the 
"  balance  of  the  interest  of  the  principal  sum  of  £5500  sterling, 
*'  which  was  resting  owing  at  the  time  of  George  Ouchterlony's 
*^  death,  and  assoilzied  the  said  John  Ouchterlony  from  that  branch 
'^  of  the  libel,  at  the  instance  of  the  trustees  of  George  Ouchterlony 
'*  against  him.    2.  Repel  the  defence  proponed  for  the  said  John 
*'  Ouchterlony  against  payment  of  the  sum  of  £1709.  58.  8d.  uplifl- 
*'  ed  by  the  said.  John  Ouchterlony;  find  that  the  said  sum  does 
^'  fall  under  the  trust  right  libelled  on,  executed  by  the  said  George 
''  Ouchterlony  in  favour  of  the  said  Robert  Willock  and  his  other 
*'  trustees ;  find  the  said  John  Ouchterlony  liable  in  payment  of  the 
'^  said  sum  to  the  trustees,  and  interest  thereof  from  the  11th  of 
*^  August  1764,  when  he  received  the  same.    3.  Sustain  the  de- 
**  fence  proponed  by  the  said  Robert  Willock  and  the  other  trustees 
^'  against  payment  of  the  sum  of  £4517*  158.  sterling,  and  annual 
^  rents  thereof,  claimed  by  the  libel  at  John  Ouchterlony's  instance 
•<  against  the  said  trustees ;  found  the  said  sum  was  carried  by,  and 
*^  vested  in  the  trustees  by  the  trust  disposition  executed  by  George 
"  Ouchterlony  in  their  favour,  and  the  said  George  Ouchterlon/s 
**  latter  will  and  testament  relative  to  the  said  trust  right ;  and  as- 
•<  soilzied  the  said  Robert  Willock  and  the  other  trustees  of  George 
^^  Ouchterlony  from  the  process  brought  at  John  Ouchterlony's  in- 
«<  stance  against  them  for  payment  of  this  sum  ;  and  decerned.*' 
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1772.  ^^  reclaiming,  the  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  two  interlocutors  the  appellants  appealed,  in  so  fitr 


"wiLLocK,  &c.  as  the  Lords  of  Session  thereby  sustain  the  defence  stated  bj  the 
^'  respondent,  against  payment  of  the  sum  of  £4296,  as  the  interest 

F  b  21  177o'^^®  ^^  ^^^  principal  sum  of  £5500.  And  the  respondent  brought  a 
cross  appeal,  in  regard  to  the  other  debts,  namely*  the  £4517-  l^s.* 
pnrt  of  the  heritable  bond  debt^  and  the  debt  due  on  the  annuity 
bond« 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants. — 1st.  Original  appeal.  Although  by 
the  form  of  the  decree,  an  adjudication  may  perhaps  be  conndered 
in  law  as  a  conveyance  of  land  under  reyersion,  in  payment  of  the 
debt,  yet,  in  the  sense  and  understanding  of  mankind,  it  is  only  a 
security  for  the  debt,  and  therefore  they  are  led  most  natuiaUy  U 
belieye  that  the  arrears  of  interest  due  for  this,  like  the  arrears  of 
interest  due  for  every  other  debt  secured  upon  a  real  estate,  and  like 
the  arrears  of  rent  due  for  a  real  estate  itself,  are  personal  assets,  and 
go  to  the  executor.  Heritable  bonds  are  commonly  in  the  form  of 
a  conveyance  of  lands  under  reversion,  and  consequently,  on  the 
death  of  the  creditor,  or  mortgagee,  this  right  to  the  lands  goes  to 
his  heir,  as  clearly  as  if  it  were  adjudged.  But  when  the  debt  comes 
to  be  paid  off,  and  the  lands  redeemed,  the  heir  must  renonnoe  his 
right,  upon  being  paid  the  principal  sum  and  interest  since  his  sac- 
cession  ;  for  such  interest  as  was  due  to  the  mortgagee  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  is  personal  assets,  and  payable  to  the  executor.  And  no 
substantial  reason  can  be  given  why  arrears  of  rent  due  for  lands, 
arrears  of  feu- duties,  and  arrears  of  interest  due  for  a  debt  voluntari- 
ly secured  by  a  conveyance  and  sasine  of  lands,  should  all  go  to  the 
executor^  and  that  the  heir  at  law  should,  in  this  case,  in  defeasance 
of  the  will  and  intention  of  the  defunct,  be  entitled  to  cany  off  to 
large  an  arrear  of  interest,  merely  because  his  predecessor  had  found 
it  necessary  for  securing  the  debt  to  adjudge  the  debtor^s  estate. 

2d.  It  is  admitted  that  George  Ouchterlony  had  a  right  to  the 
whole  interest  due  for  the  £5500  down  to  the  day  of  his  death,  and 
might  that  very  day  have  received  it,  in  virtue  of  Alexander's  con- 
veyance to  him  in  liferent ;  and  if  he  had  so  received  it,  there  is  so 
doubt  it  would  now  belong  to  the  appellants,  his  executors,  as  per- 
sonal assets,  for  the  uses  of  his  will,  and  which  therefore  ought  sot 
to  be  defeated  by  the  accident  of  the  testators  not  being  able  to 
operate  payment  in  his  lifetime.  3d.  Besides,  Alexander  Ouchter* 
lony,  in  his  conveyance  to  hia  brother  George  in  liferent,  and  to  his 
nephew  John  in  fee,  reserved  power  to  alter  the  same  at  any  time 
of  his  life,  et  etiam  in  urticulo  mortis  ;  and  by  his  last  will,  made 
subsequent  to  the  foresaid  conveyance,  he  not  onlv  gave  the  residue 
of  his  estate,  real  and  personal,  to  George,  but  particitlarfy  pnn 
vided  that  John  should  pay  over  to  George  whatever  interest  he 
should  at  any  time  receive  for  said  partial  principal  sum  of  £5500. 
Kow,  this  proviso  in  the  will  having  a  relation  to  the  foresaid 
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Teyance,  must  be  considered  as  part  of  if,  and  as  John  must  have  taken        ill  2. 
the  fee,  subject  to  diis  proTisOt  so  the  respondent,  as  his  heir  at  law. 


must  take  subject  to  that  proviso  also.      4.  But  the  adjudication  was  willock,  &c. 
only  a  collateral  security,  and  was  not  conveyed  to  John  Arbuthnot,  ^ 

nor  consequently  by  him  to  Alexander  Ouchterlony  ;  and  the  recital^y  ^^  eblon 
the  assignments  of^  and  obligations  to  make  furthcoming  the  title- 
deeds  and  evidences  in  these  conveyances,  go  no  further  than  the 
heritable  bond  and  sasine,  and  the  adjudication  is  not  mentioned 
from  beginning  to  end.  5.  The  principal  sum  of  £5500  was  an  estate 
for  life  in  George  from  the  death  of  Alexander  ;  and  the  appellants, 
as  the  personal  representatives  of  Greorge,  have  right  to  the  interest 
thereof,  which  accrued  due  during  that  period.  6.  By  homologation, 
the  respondent  is  further  barred  from  challenging  the  will  of  his  grand 
ancle. 

On  the  cross  appeal.  By  the  trust  deed  in  favour  of  the  appel- 
lants, without  the  will  executed  in  reference  thereto,  by  virtue  of 
powers  reserved,  the  debt  in  question  was  effectually  conveyed. 

Pleaded  fat*  the  Bespondeni. — The  appellants  admit  the  respond^ 
ent*s  title  to  the  principal  sum  of  £5500,  but,  as  executors  of  the  will 
jof  Geoige  Ouchterlony,  they  claim  the  arrear  of  interest  due  thereon 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  as  part  of  his  personal  estate.  The  respond- 
ent contends,  that  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  the  nature  of  the  security 
itself,  and  the  uniform  judgments  of  the  Court,  the  interest  arising 
opon  adjudkatiom  has  always  been  considered  as  real  estate  descend- 
able to  the  heir,  and  undevisable  by  testament.  Whatever  there- 
fore might  be  the  intentions  of  George  Ouchterlony,  with  regard  to 
this  interest,  it  was  not  in  his  power  to  transmit  it  by  will.  It  was 
equally  heritable,  by  reason  of  the  adjudication,  with  the  principal 
sum  upon  which  it  arose,  and  of  course  must  descend  to  the  heir  at 
law%  and  not  to  the  executors ;  by  the  former  of  whom  the  adjudi- 
cation alone  could  be  renounced  in  favour  of  the  debtor,  had  he  re- 
deemed it  himself,  or  be  assigned  to  the  purchaser  of  his  estate ;  and 
therefore  the  will,  though  it  had  expressly  mentioned  this  interest, 
would  have  been  altogether  unavailable  to  the  appellants.  Neither 
Can  the  appellants  maintain  their  claim  to  this  sum,  as  trustees 
named  by  George  Ouchterlony  in  his  trust-disposition  of  27th  Febru- 
ary 1768,  for  this  sum  is  not,  through  the  whole  of  that  deed, 
expressed  or  implied;  and  besides,  the  respondent,  by  his  cross  action, 
contends  and  maintains  that  the  disposition  itself  is  void  aod  inef- 
fectual, and  therefore  this  interest  must  fall  and  belong  to  the  respon- 
dent, as  heir  in  the  course  of  legal  succession.  On  the  cross  appeal. 
The  appellants  have  no  right  to  retain  the  £^^517.  15s.  interest  and 
costs  received  by  them  out  of  the  heritable  debt  on  Charles  Murray's 
estate  of  Stanope,  which  always  remained  with  George  Ouchterlony. 
This  sum  was  real  estate,  be'mg  heritably  secured  by  infeftments  and 
adjudications;  it  was  therefore  impossible  to  transmit  it  by  will;  and 
without  calling  in  the*  will,  the  tiust  disposition  upon  which  the  ap- 
pellants found,  can  have  no  operation  whatever.     But,  supposing  it 
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1772.       effectaal,  along  with  the  will,  to  giye  the  appellants  the  £4517.  ISs., 
■    yet  they  have  no  right  to  demand  repayment  of  the  sum  reooTered 

8C0TT  fjpQiQ  the  York  Buildings  Company,  because,  under  a  fair  construc- 
tion of  the  trust  d]spo8ition»  neither  these  annuity  bonds,  nor  die 
diligence  used  upon  them,  were  conyeyed,  nor  meant  to  be  conTcyed, 
to  the  appellants. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  money  receired  by  Greoige  Ouchfer- 
lony,  on  account  of  interest  upon  Charles  Murray's  bond  to  him 
on  the  lands  of  Stanope,  ought  to  Us  imputed  in  discharge  of 
the  interest,  according  to  the  order  of  time  when  the  same 
became  due,  and  after  satisfaction  of  all  the  interest  which 
incurred  before  Martinmas  1742,  the  said  George  ought  to  be 
considered  as  debtor  to  Alexander,  assignee  of  John  Arbuth- 
not,  for  a  proportional  part  of  the  money  so  receired  by  Geoige 
corresponding  to  the  interest  of  £5500.     And  it  is  further  de- 
clared, that  whatever  money  has  been  paid  to  the  reqM>ndent, 
as  and  for  the  interest  of  the  said  sum  of  £5500,  from  Martin- 
mas 1742  to  the  death  of  Alexander,  ought  to  be  considered  as 
part  of  the  personal  estate  of  Alexander ;  and  what  has  been 
paid  to  and  received  by  the  respondent  for  interest  aocraed  due 
upon  the  said  £5500,  from  the  death  of  Alexander  to  the  death 
of  George,  ought  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  personal 
estate  of  the  said  George.    And  it  is  ordered  and  adjudged 
that  the  interlocutors,  so'  far  as  they  are  oomphuned  of  by  the 
original  appeal  be  reversed.    And  it  is  farther  ordered*  that 
the  cause  be  remitted  back  to  the  Court  of  Session  to  proceed 
therein  according  to  the  declarations  herein  before  made.     And 
it  is  farther  ordered,  that  the  interlocutors,  so  far  as  tiiev  are 
complained  of  by  the  cross  appeal  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby 
affirmed* 

For  Appellants,  Jo.  Montgomery^  /•  Dunning. 
For  Keqiondent,  AUx.  Wedderbun^  Aleac.  WwlL 


[Mor.  15,200.] 
James  Scott  of  Comieston,  Esq.,  .        .        .        AppdUmi' 

Gbobgb  Stiuton,  HespoHdciu. 

House  of  Lords,  13th  May  1772. 

Lease  is  Pebpetuitt— Simgular  Succebsgh— HoMOLooATiojr-.lEmi. 
TAKcr.^A  lease  was  granted  to  a  party,  and  his  heira  and  assigneea,  ftr 
nineteen  years  after  the  death  of  a  party  ;  and  after  the  expiry  of  these  niac. 
teen  years,  for  a  second  nineteen  years,  and  after  the  expiry  of  the  secood 
nineteen  years,  for  the  space  of  other  nineteen  years,  and  so  forth  from  niiw- 
teen  years  to  nineteen  years,  so  long  as  the  said  party  and  his  heirs  and  snc- 
cessors  shall  desire  to  possess.      The  lease  had  no  definite  iafa,  and  the 
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tenant  was  bound  to  pay  for  each  nineteen  years  an  entry  or  grassom  duty         |772. 
to  the  landlord.    This  lease  haviufc  been  sought  to  be  reduced  by  a  singular     __^^__ 
successor,  after  he  had  for  some  years  received  rents  under  this  lease.    Held, 
that  it  was  a  good  lease,  and  aflirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords.    The  lease 


SCOTT 
V. 

contained  a  clause  proTiding,  that  if  two  years  rent  ran  into  the  third  unpaid,     stbatom. 
the  lease  was  to  be  forfeited.    Objection  on  this  ground  repelled. 


Sir  Robert  OoJiam  granted  to  the  respondent's  ancestor,  Andrew 
Straton,  in  1620,  a  lease  of  the  farm  of  Wardropertown,  in  the 
connty  of  Kincardine,  with  the  salmon  fishing  in  the  riyer  of  North- 
esk,  to  endure  for  the  life  of  Christian  Straton,  widow  of  Alexander 
Bishop  of  Aberdeen,  and  for  nineteen  years  af^  her  death,  for 
payment  of  108  bolls,  half  meal  and  half  bear,  four  bolls  of  wheat, 
a  barrel  of  salmon,  and  six  bolls  of  coals. 

Of  this  date,  the  son  of  the  said  Sir  Robert,  now  Sir  Robert  April  1642. 
Graham,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  Andrew  Straton,  whereby, 
for  the  sum  of  £27. 15s.  6d.,  then  paid  by  the  said  Andrew  Straton, 
Sir  Robert  ratified  the  above  lease  **"  for  nineteen  years,  after  expir- 
'*  ing  of  the  years  and  space  of  the  said  Christian  Straton  s  lifetime, 
**  and  of  the  smd  nineteen  years  after  her  death ;  and  after  the 
**  expiry  of  the  first  nineteen  years,  for  the  space  of  other  nineteen 
**  years ;  and  after  the  expiry  of  the  second  nineteen  years  space 
**  thereby  prorogate,  for  the  space  of  other  nineteen  years,  and  so 
<*  forth  from  nineteen  years  to  nineteen  years,  so  long  as  the  said 
**  Andrew  Straton,  his  heirs,  successors,  or  assignees,  shall  desire  to 
**  possess  the  said  town  and  possession,  they  always  paying  to  the 
*^  said  Sir  Robert  and  his  foresaids,  the  grassum  at  the  entry  of 
*<  ilk  nineteen  years  space,  and  the  tack  duty  underwritteu." 
**  An4>  on  the  other  part,  the  said  Andrew  Straton  binds  and 
^  obliges  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  successors,  to  pay  to  the 
**  said  Sir  Robert  Graham,  his  heirs  or  assignees  whatsoeyer,  at  the 
**  entry  and  beginning  of  ilk  nineteen  years,  in  name  of  entry  or 
**  grassum  duty,  the  sum  of  500  merks  Scots  money*  together  with 
**'  the  ordinary  yearly  duty  foresaid,  in  all  time  coming,  during  the 
*^  said  Andrew  and  his  foresaids,  their  possession  of  the  same.'* 

By  an  agreement  between  the  said  parties,  entered  into  some  Dec.  26,1656. 
years  thereafter,  the  right  to  the  salmon  fishing  was  renounced  in 
fayour  of  Sir  Robert  Graham. 

Jn  the  year  1672,  the  appellant's  father  being  a  considerable  ere-  1672. 
ditor  of  Sir  Robert's,  adjudged  or  acquired  right  by  judicial  convey- 
ance to  the  property  of  the  said  lands  of  Wardropertown.  About 
the  same  time,  other  creditors  adjudged  his  estate,  and  these  latter 
adjudications  being  purchased  by  the  appellant's  father,  he  was  in- 
feft  upon  these  titles,  and  entered  into  possession  ],of  the  estate  in 
1672,  and  afterwards,  in  1631,  when  the  legal  was  about  to  expire, 
he  obtained  charter  under  the  great  seal,  and  was  infeft,  whereby  his 
right  became  irredeemable. 

Matters  renmined  in  this  position,  the  tenant  possessing  the  &rm 
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under  the  abore  lease  and  agreement,  and  paying  the  rent,  &c  to 
the  appellant's  ancestors  until  the  present  action.      The  appellant 
brought  this  action  to  set  aside  the  lease  and  agreement  on  ihe  fol- 
lowing grounds : — 1.  That  the  contract  or  deed  of  prorogation  under 
reduction  was  a  right  of  an  anomalous  nature,  and  not  known  in 
law.     That  it  partook  of  the  nature  of  a  lease,  also  of  that  of  a  feu 
or  right  of  property :  That  it  was  of  the  nature  of  a  perpetual  right 
in  some  places,  and  in  other  parts  the  right  was  to  have  an  end,  al- 
though where  that  end  or  ish  was,  nowhere  appeared,  it  rather  appear- 
ing to  be  indefinite  as  to  the  term  of  endurance.    2.  That  the  aboTe 
contract  or  agreement  could  not  bind  the  pursuer  or  his  predecessors, 
who  were  singular  successors,  because  the  prorogation  therein  contain- 
ed was  not  commenced  at  the  entry  of  the  appellant's  ancestor  in 
1672,  and  so  possession  was  not  then  held  under  them  as  required 
by  the  act  of  Parliament  1449.     3.  That  the  above  deed  of  proroga- 
tion wanted  a  definite  ish  or  termination,  which  is  an  essential  part 
of  every  lease,  and  is  required  by  the  act  of  Parliament.    4.  Without 
prejudice  to  these  grounds  of  challenge,  that  the  deed  of  pronation 
was  at  an  end,  by  the  heir  -of  the  tacksman  having  for  the  space  of 
years  or  thereby,  lain  out  and  tacitly  repudiated  his  right  and 
possession  under  it.    5.  That  an  irritancy  had  been  incurred  bj  two 
terms'  rent  having  ran  into  the  third  unpaid,  which  it  was  provided 
by  that  agreement,  should  forfeit  and  irritate  the  lease.     It  was  an- 
swered by  the  respondent,  That  perpetual  leases  were  sustained  by 
the  Court,  against  the  granter  and    his  heirs,  and  that   therefore 
such  leases  must,  by  the  act  1449,  be  efiectnal    against   singular 
successors,  because  the  act  meant  to  render  effectual  against   the 
latter,  every  lease  that  was  good  against  the  former.    Kor  do  such 
rights  require  infeftment  to  make  them  binding  against  singular  suc- 
cessors, possession  being  held  as  sufficient.     Besides,  the  right  was 
confirmed  by  prescriptive  possession,  and  has  been  ratified  or  homolc- 
gated  by  the  appellant's  ancestors,  by  acquiescing  so  long  in  the 
possession  of  the  lease,  and  receiving  the  rents. 
Feb.19,  1771.     The  Lords,  upon  report  of  Lord  Pitfour,  *'  sustained  the  defences 
'^  propounded  by  the  respondent,  and  assoilzie  him  and  decent." 
And  on  reclaiming  petition  the  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought  to  the 
House,  of  Lords. 

Pleofledfor  the  Apfellant — 1.  The  appellant  stands  fully  vested 
in  the  real  and  complete  right  and  property  of  the  lands  of  Wardro- 
pertown,  and  is  entitled  to  assume,  hold,  atid  enjoy  possession  of  the 
sarce,  and  he  cannot  be  excluded  from  that  possession  by  the  rf- 
spondent,  who  has  no  right  or  pretension  to  the  property  of  the 
lands,  and  who  does  not  hold  possession  by  virtue  of  any  lease  from 
the  appellant,  or  his  ancestors,  or  by  virtue  of  any  lease  effectual  or 
binding  in  law.  2.  The  appellant's  ancestor  acquired  the  lands  as 
an  onerous  purchaser  or  successor  in   1672,   and  no  leases  granted 
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by  the  fonner  proprietor  could  be  binding  upon  or  effectual  against 
him  or  his  heirs,  unless  they  were  true  or  proper  leaser,  such  as  are 
allowed  by  the  act  of  Parliament  1449,  which  the  deed  of  proroga- 
tion in  1642  was  not.  For,  first,  it  sometimes  bears  the  marks  of  a 
lease,  sometimes  of  a  feu-right,  without  being  either  the  one  or  the 
other  ;  and  it  is  not  even  properly  a  mutual  contract,  for  the  pro- 
prietor ia  bound  to  continue  the  lessee  in  possession,  but  the  lessee 
is  not  made  bound  to  possess  or  to  give  up  possession.  Second,  the 
lease  is  devoid  of  the  essential  requisites  of  the  act  1449,  in  respect 
of  wanting  possession  upon  it  prior  to  the  purchase,  and  also  wanting 
a  definite  ish,  or  certain  term  of  endurance.  Third,  The  lease  there- 
fore was  not  binding  on  the  appellant's  ancestor,  at  least  no  longer 
than  till  the  expiry  of  the  prolongation  of  nineteen  years  current 
at  his  entry,  so  it  cannot  be  binding  upon  the  appellant  by  prescrip- 
tion. IF  the  deed  is  considered  as  containing  distinct  leases  or  pro- 
longations, there  are  not  termini  hahiUs  for  the  plea  of  prescrip- 
tion, either  positive  or  negative.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  con- 
sidered as  a  perpetual  lease,  the  positive  prescription  cannot  have 
place,  because  there  is  no  sasine  or  infeftment,  as  required  by  the 
act  1617*  which  regulates  the  law  of  prescription  ;  and,  besides,  as 
the  deed  in  the  above  view  is  void  as  to  the  appellant's  ancestor,  it 
cannot  by  the  principles  of  the  law  of  Scotland  be  secured  by  the 
lapse  of  time,  because  quod  initio  vitiomm  tradu  temporis  convalescere 
non  potest.  The  negative  prescription  cannot  take  place  because  the 
respondent  cannot  plead  the  positive^  and  because  the  appellant  and 
his  ancestors  might  safely  allow  the  lessee  to  continue  in  possession 
for  any  length  of  time,  it  was  optional  in  them  to  do  so,  or  to  turn 
them  out  of  possession ;  and  res  merce  facultaiis  non  prescribuntur ; 
besides,  the  negative  prescription  can  take  off  only  extrinsic  legal 
objections,  but  cannot  remove  intrinsic  defects,  and  the  deed  in  the 
present  case  is  intrinsically  void  as  against  the  appellant's  ancestor. 
Nor  can  that  deed  become  binding  or  effectual  by  the  homologation 
or  ratification  of  him  or  his  ancestors,  because  there  is  no  evidence 
that  the  respondent's  possession  was  held  under  the  deed  of  prolon- 
gaticn,  but  there  are  strong  legal  presumptions  to  the  contrary,  arising 
from  the  deed  of  prorogation  itself,  and  from  the  circumstances  that 
none  of  the  special  conditions  contained  in  it  was  ever  performed — 
from  the  discrepancy  between  the  rent  actually  received  and  the  rent 
due  by  the  deed,  and  from  the  general  nature  of  the  discharges,  which 
refer  to  no  right  whatever  ;  and,  2nd,  because,  though  the  possession 
and  payment  of  the  rents  bad  been  entirely  agreeable  to  the  deed,  yet 
there  is  no  evidence  that  the  appellant's  ancestors  knew  of  the  right, 
or  had  such  a  perfect  knowledge  thereof  as  was  necessary  to  con- 
stitute homologation,  they  being  constantly  abroad  on  military  duty. 
But,  even  though  homologation  was  made  out,  it  could  only  render 
the  lease  good  for  the  prolonged  term  of  nineteen  years  then  current 
at  the  time  he  acquired.     And  the  respondent,  Ly  absenting  himself 
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17*2.        ^^"'  years  after  his  father^s  deatb,  must  be  held  to  have  derelin- 
.......,.,^    quished  the  possession,  consequently  to  have  abandoned  and  dis- 

8C0TT      charged  the  deed  itself.     4th.  The  deed  is  farther  irritated,  by  allow- 
V*  ing  two  terms'  rent  to  run  into  the  third  unpaid.     The  lease  ex- 

pressly provides  that  it  shall  fall  if  such  irritancy  take  place ;  and  on 
this  ground  alone  it  ought  to  be 'set  aside. 

Pleaded  for  ike  Respondent, — 1.  The  lease  under  which  the  re- 
fipondent  claims,  and  by  virtue  of  which  he  and  his  ancestors  hare  en- 
joyed the  lands  in  question  for  upwards  of  150  years,  is  formal^  Kgu- 
lar^  and  a  proper  lease,  from  nineteen  years  to  nineteen  years,  so  long 
as  the  lessee  and  his  heirs  paying  the  rent,  and  performing  the  cove- 
nants,  shall  choose  to  possess  the  farm.  And  leases  of  thb  kind  are 
most  undoubtedly  binding  on  the  granter  and  his  heirs.  2.  Though 
latent  leases,  upon  which  no  possession  had  been  obtained,  may  not 
be  effectual  against  purchasers  or  singular  successors;  yet  that  can- 
not apply  to  the  present  case.  The  lease  in  question  was  not  a 
latent  deed ;  but  the  right  upon  which  the  respondent's  ancestors 
were  in  possession  of  the  lands  at  the  time  of  the  appellant's  prede- 
cessor's entry  in  1681,  and  imder  which  the  possession  has  been, 
uniformly  and  uninterruptedly  enjoyed  since  that  time  downwards, 
and  therefore  cannot  now  be  set  aside  at  this  distant  period,  but  must 
remain  a  good  title  in  possession  to  the  respondent  and  his  heirs,  so 
long  as  he  choose  to  possess,  and  continue  to  perform  the  covenants 
of  the  lease.  3.  Whatever  ground  of  challenge  might  have  been 
competent  to  the  appellants  ancestors  in  1681,  for  setting  aside  the 
lease  in  question,  yet  post  tantum  temporis,  no  such  challenge  is 
now  competent  to  the  appellant,  his  ancestors  having  from  that  time 
downwards  acquiesced  in  and  homologated  the  right  to  possess,  upon 
which  the  respondent  claims,  and  which  is  now  secured  to  him  by 
the  positive  prescription ;  and  any  right  of  challenge  formerly  com- 
petent to  the  appellant's  ancestor  is  lost  and  cut  off  by  the  nega- 
tive prescription.  4.  The  respondent's  right  cannot  in  the  least  be 
affected  by  his  not  entering  into  possession  immediaULy  after  his 
father's  death.  His  being  abroad  on  the  king's  service  rendered  it 
impossible  for  him  to  take  up  the  possession,  and  it  was  sometime 
before  he  could  know  of  the  death  of  his  &ther,  and  of  his  own  right 
to  the  lands.  The  irritancy  alluded  to  arose  solely  from  the  appel- 
lant refusing  to  take  the  rent  when  offered  him. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and  that  the 
interlocutors  be  affirmed,  with  £60  costs. 

For  Appellant,  Ja.  Montgomery,  JDav,  R<xe. 
For  Respondent,  AUx.  Wright,  Andreu?  Crodne, 
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DOCGLAftS 
V. 
KARL   OF 
MORTON. 


THfi  Ron.  John  Douglass^  an  Infant,  bj  his  GuardiauB^   Appellant; 
The  Eakl  of  Morton, JResponderU. 

House  of  Lords,  20th  Jannaiy  1773. 

DbBD  IiTFORMAL— ExEtoUTION    BT    NoTARIBB — PrIOR  ObLIOATIOIT— 

Dxath-Bbd. — By  an  antenuptial  contract  of  marriage,  the  father  became 
bonnd  to  proTide  his  son  John  with  a  provision  of  £  1 4UU0.  In  implement  of 
this  obligation,  he  had  resolved  to  convey  an  heritable  bond  he  held  over  an 
estate  for  £9000  pro  tanto  of  this  provision.  The  deed  was  all  prepared 
and  ready  for  execution,  when  he  suddenly  took  ill  of  a  disorder  which  de- 
prived him  of  writing.  He,  however,  resolved  to  have  it  executed  by  nota- 
ries, but  only  one  could  be  got  in  London.  Held,  in  a  reduction  to  set  aside 
this  deed,  as  in  pr^udice  of  the  heir  at  law,  that  the  deed  was  ine£fectual^  as 
wanting  the  usual  solemnities  to  convey  heritage  in  Scotland. 

The  respondent  was  the  eldest  son  of  the  late  Earl  of  Morton  by 
his  first  marriage.    The  appellant  was  his  son  by  a  second  marriage. 

In  contemplation  of  this  last  marriage  with  Mtss  Heathcote,  the 
parties  entered  into  ante-nnptial  contract  of  marriage,  whereby  the 
appellant's  mother  bronght  him  a  fortune  of  £12000,  and  the  Earl, 
in  consideration  of  the  marriage,  and  of  £12000,  thereby  bound  and 
obliged  himself  to  secure  to  the  children  of  the  marriage  the  8um  of 
£26000  out  of  his  estates  in  Scotland.  If  a  son  and  a  daughter, 
the  eyent  which  happened,  he  bound  himself  to  pay  £14000  to  the 
son,  and  £12000  to  the  daughter,  at  the  first  term  of  Whitsunday  or 
Martinmas  that  should  happen  after  his  death,  and  after  their  attain- 
ing majority. 

At  this  time,  the  Earl  was  seized  and  possessed  of  considerable 
estates  in  Scotland  without  entail,  and  a  mortgage  or  wadset  oyer 
the  earldom  of  Orkney  for  £30,000,  which  was  afterwards  sold, 
and  the  money  paid. 

Of  this  date,  he  made  a  will,  which  recites  the  marriage  settle.  Aug.  2, 1766. 
ment  above  mentioned,  and,  among  other  things,  provided  and 
directed  that  the  £26000  above  provided,  should  be  divided  among 
his  two  children  of  the  second  marriage,  riz.  £12000  to  his  daugh- 
ter, and  ^  £14000  to  John  Douglas,  (the  appellant)  his  son,  and 
*'  that  af^  his  countess'  death,  the  house  in  Brook  Street,  worth 
^  £6000,  should  be  sold  and  divided  between  his  said  son  and  daugh- 
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Of  this  date,  he  executed  another  deedy  settling  the  £30,000  on  ^^^  ^^i  ^767. 
the  respondent,  by  directing  certain  trustees,  therein  named,  to  pur- 
chase lands  in  Scotland  widi  the  said  £30,000,  and  to  take  the  con- 
veyances of  the  same  to  the  respondent,  and  the  heirs  male  of  his 
body.  Of  the  same  date,  he  executed  an  entail  of  his  lands  and 
lordship  of  Aberdour,  as  well  as  of  two  other  estates  in  Scotland* 

At  this  date,  his  personal  estate  was  chiefly  in  England,  and  by  a 
proyision  in  the  above  deed,  he  declared  that  any  subsequent  purchase 
or  purchases  of  land  in  Scotland,  wiih  that  personal  estate,  should 
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17/3.       go  to  satisfy  pro  ^anto  the  above  provision  of  £30,000.    He  pur- 


chased two  parcels  of  land  for  £1417*  10s. 
DOUGLASS        j^  j^j^  J  jQQ^  ^^^  g^j.j^  .^  ^^^^^  ^^  increase  his  income,  by  a  bighei 

EaRL  OP      rate  of  interest^  laid  out  part  of  his  personal  estate  in  the  purchase  of 
MORTON,      an  heritable  bond,  on  the  estate  of  Pringle  of  Clifton  for  £9000,  bear- 
^  ing  interest  at  4  J  per  cent.     It  was  the  intention  of  the  Earl  to  con- 

vey this  bond  to  the  appellant  in  payment  pro  tarUo  of  his  pToviBi<Mi- 
In  preparing  the  deed  of  assignment,  his  agent  wrote  him  from 

Aug.  1, 1768. Edinburgh  to  London,  "If  your  Lordship  continues  your  resolution 
"  of  conveying  this  debt  to  Mr,  John,  in  part  of  the  provision  pro 
*^  tanto  in  your  contract  of  marriage,  the  form  of  the  deed  to  that 
*^  purpose  shall  be  sent." 

Aug.  19, In  answer,  the  Earl  wrote,  **  I  still  continue  my  resolution  of  con- 

"  veying  the  £9000  due  upon  the  estate  of  Clifton,  to  my  son  John, 
''  in  implement  pro  tanto  of  the  provision  made  for  him  in  mj  con- 
*'  tract  of  marriage." 

Aug.  25,  <— -  ^>s  agent  wrote, ''  Your  Lordship  is  now  infeft  in  Clifton^s  debt, 
'^  and  I  shall  send  you  a  form  of  the  conveyance  to  Mr.  John  in  a 
"  post  or  two.** 

Aug. 31, The  Earl  answered,  ''I  find  I  am  now  infeft  in  Clifton's  debt, 

<<  and  shall  expect  the  form  of  a  conveyance  of  it  to  my  son  John." 

Sept.  13,  — «  The  agent  sent  the  Earl  *'  the  form  of  a  conveyance  of  Ciifiton's 
''  heritable  debt  to  Mr.  John,  his  heirs  and  assignees."  He  also 
asked  to  whom  he  wished  the  bond  to  go,  failing  John,  and  bis 
Lordship  wrote  particular  directions  as  to  this ;  and  his  agent  being 
from  town,  the  letter  was  not  anwsered  until  the  beginning  of  Oc- 
tober. The  deed  was  then  engrossed  in  London,  and  prepared  for 
the  Ekurl's  execution.  The  Earl,  however,  before  it  was  signed,  was 
seized  with  a  fatal  illness  on  the  11th  October,  and  the  disorder  in- 
creasing, the  next  day,  12th  October,  he  sent  his  secretary  to  pro- 
cure a  notary,  he  being  unable  to  write,  in  order  to  have  the  deed 
signed.  Two  notaries  were  necessary,  but  the  secretary  could  imlj 
get  one,  and  the  deed  was  accordingly  executed  in  that  form,  the 
notary  declaring,  "  I,  Kenneth  Mackenzie,  do  subscribe  these  pre- 
*'  sents  for  him,  as  no  other  notary  admitted  by  the  Court  of  Session 
"  could  be  found.*' 

The  Earl  died  next  morning,  and  the  question  here  was,  TVliether 
the  above  deed,  as  so  executed,  was  sufficient,  by  the  law  of  Scotland, 
to  cany  the  heritable  bond.  This  was  raised  in  a  declarator  brought 
by  the  appellant,  and  an  action  of  reduction  to  set  aside  that  con- 
veyance, brought  by  the  respondent ;  which  two  actions  being  con- 
joined, the  Lord  Ordinary  ordered  memorials  to  report  the  case  to 
the  Lords. 

The  respondent  contended,  1.  That  the  deed,  12th  October  1768, 
being  the  conveyance  of  an  heritable  estate  in  Scotland,  and  not 
signed  by  the  grantor  himself,  but  by  a  notary,  only  for  him,  is 
absolutely  yoid  and  null,  under  the  statute  1579.    2.  That  it  was 
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also  null  and  void,  having  been  executed  on  deathbed,  in  prejudice        1773. 
of  him,  the  heir  at  law.  ' 


The  Lord  Ordinary  having  ordered  the  letters  above  quoted  to  be     docglass 
adduced,  the  appellant  answered,  1.  That  the  Eax\  had  done  all  he      ^^^^^  ^p 
could  to  comply  with  the  act  1579*  in  obtaining  two  notaries  to  exe-      uouton. 
cute  his  deed,  but  that  being  impossible,  he  complied  with  it  as  fiar 
as  possible :  That  the  Court  of  Session,  in  various  cases,  in  cases  of 
necessity,  had  sustained  deeds  so  executed:    That  in  transactions 
inter  rusticos  deeds,  informal  by  the  statute,  were  sustained ;  and 
clergymen  have  been  allowed  to  act  as  notaries  in  the  execution  of 
last  wills.     That  this  indulgence  has,  in  particular,   been  applied  Sinclair  r. 
where  the  defect  in  form  of  the  deed  has  proceeded  from  its  execu-  Erlk?ne  v      ' 
tion  in  a  foreign  country.     It  being  also  founded  on  prior  obligation,  Uamsay,1664. 
the  strict  rigour  of  the  statutory  rules  has  been  dispensed  with  in  ^i^^«  ^^  ^^^' 
such  cases  where  there  is  no  reason  to  suspect  iiaud.     But,  2.  At  all    . 
events,  this  is  clear  law,  that  such  a  deed,  executed  in  implement  of  j    ^^  j^j^    \ 
a  prior  obligation  contained  in  an  ante-nuptial  contract,  is  not  chal-  ii.  p.  536. 
lengeable  on  deathbed.  Sutter  v. 

The  Lords  pronounced  this  interlocutor ;  "  Conjoin  the  process  of  \u\a^^^^  ' 
*'  reduction  at  the  instance  of  the  Earl  of  Morton  v.  Mr.  John  Doug-  June  19, 1771. 
'^  lass  and  his  Guardians,  with  process  of  declarator  at  their  instance 
*'*  against  the  Earl ;  and  as  to  the  declarator,  they  sustain  the  defen- 
'^  ces,  assoilzie  the  Earl,  and  decern ;  and  as  to  the  reduction,  they 
*'  sustain  the  reasons  of  reduction,  reduce,  decern,  and  declare  ac- 
*'  cordingly." 

Against  this  interlocutor  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 
Pleaded  for  the  Appellant — The  objection  to  the  conveyance  of 
the  heritable  bond  to  the  appellant  ought  not  to  prevail  in  this  case, 
l)ecause  the  want  of  a  second  notary  was  matter  of  necessity,  from 
the  impossibility  of  procuring  more  than  one :    That  the  law  makes 
allowance  for  such  circumstances,  and  in  general  dispenses  with  the 
omission  of  matters  merely  of  form,  rendered  impossible  by  the 
situation  in  which  the  deed  was  executed,  and  particularly  when 
executed  out  of  Scotland.    The  law  also  allows  of  such  deeds,  if 
executed  according  to  the  law  of  the  country  in  which  they  were  so 
executed,  and  one  notary  being  sufficient  in  England,  it  ought  to  be 
lield  good  here :  That  the  objection  of  deathbed  ought  not  to  be 
allowed  to  operate  against  a  deed,  which,  though  finally  executed  in 
that  situation,  had  been  determined,  directed,  and  prepared,  while 
the  party  was  in  perfect  health  :   And  the  deed  being  executed  in 
iniplement  of  the  obligation  contained  in  his  father's  marriage  con- 
tract, was,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  perfectly  good,  nothwithstanding 
imperfections  in  form.     And  the  various  instruments  executed  by 
'the  Earl  to  regulate  his  whole  succession  ought  to  be  considered 
AS  one  general  settlement,  so  as  to  support  the  conveyance  of  the 
JZ9000  heritable  bond  to  him,  though  executed  in  the  form  in  which 
St  was  executed. 

VOL.  III.  2  X 
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1774. 


V. 
VBRGUSOK. 


Pleaded  for  ike  Respondent. — ^The  deed  founded  on  isiniriiincBDj 
-_    null  and  void,  and  can  make  no  faith,  being  defective  in  the  eaien- 
THB         tial  and  indispensable  requisites  established  bj  the  statate  1579, 
ooYERNoRs  OF  ^j^j^jj^  requircs  "  that  all  writings,  importing  heritable  title,  shaUbe 
piTAL,  &c.       ^^  signed  by  the  parties,  if  they  can  write,  otherwise  bj  two  femooi 
'^  notaries  before  four  famous  witnesses."    'but  the  deed  in  qocstioii 
is  signed  only  by  one  notary.     Though  our  law  will  always  give 
faith  and  effect  to  contracts  and  obligations,  respecting  pcnooil 
estate  made  in  conformity  to  the  laws  of  other  countries,' yet  tint 
rule  cannot  hold  in  reference  to  the  conyeyance  of  heritable  eitatii 
2.  The  deed,  besides,  is  reducible,  as  haying  been  execated  <m  the 
head  of  deathbed,  because,  by  the  law  of  Scotland,  no  deed  exeofc- 
ed  on  deathbed  can  be  allowed  to  hurt  or  prejudice  the  heir.   3.  Be- 
sides, the  £9000  heritable  bond  in  question  cannot  be  imputed  in  firt 
payment  of  the  trust  money*    And  the  ooirespondenoe  which  psmd 
between  the  late  Ekirl  and  his  agent,  in  regard  to  conyeying  the  bond 
to  the  appellant,  cannot  influence  the  question.     In  dispositions  of 
real  rights  in  prejudice  of  the  heir,  the  intention  of  the  disponer  on 
only  be  gathered  from  the  deed  of  conyeyance  ;  any  other  eridcooe 
is  inadmissible.    Besides,  all  that  appears  from  the  correspondaMe 
L«,  that  the  Earl  had  in  contemplation  to  settle  this  heritable  bond 
on  the  appellant,  but  came  to  no  final  resolution  about  it  till  the 
last  moments  of  his  life,  when  he  was  in  extreme  agony,  and  d^ 
barred  from  conyeying  heritable  estate,    4.  The  drcnmstanoeirf 
fayour  founded  upon  the  supposed  intention  of  the  late  Eari  eaanot 
be  regarded,  when  the  execution  of  that  intention  is  totally  ineoiii- 
patible  with  the  rules  of  law. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adj  udged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  the  Appellant,  B.  Thurlow^  AL  Forrester^  J.  Dunning,  TkL 

LocUaL 

For  the  Respondent,  Ja.   Montgomeryy  Alex.  Wedderbum,  Bntf 


AppeUa^i 
JlespondetL 


(Mar.  12817.) 

The  OoyERNons  of  Hebiot*s  Hospital, 
Walter  Ferguson,  Writer,  Edinburgh, 

House  of  Lords,  2d  March  l??^- 

Supsaioa  and  Vassal.— « Held,  that  the  limitations  expreased  in  a fea.nK^ 
are  not  to  be  extended  beyond  the  express  words. 

The  appellants,  as  superiors  of  the  ground  in  the  New  Tovi  of 
Edinburgh,  feued  to  John  Clelland,  in  1734,  fiye  acrea  of  their  bs^ 
near  to  the  Register  Office.  The  feu  right  contained  this  dssse, 
^  That  it  shall  not  be  leisom  to  the  said  John  deDand  and 
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"  Baid*,  to  dig  for  stone?,  coal,  sand,  or  anj  other  thing  within  the       1775. 
said  gronnd,  nor  to  use  the  samen  in  any  other  way  than  bj  the 


'^  ordinary  labour  of  the  plough  and  spade,  without  the  express  con-    greig,  &c. 
*'  sent  and  liberty  of  the  GoTemors  of  the  said  Hospital,  had  and  ^' 

'^  obtained  thereto  for  that  effect." 

Glelland  built  several  houses  upon  diffieient  parts  of  the  ground  so 
feued  by  him.  He  likewise  sub-feued  three  parcels  of  the  ground 
to  persons  who  built  houses  thereon.  Afterwards  he  sold  the  re- 
mainder to  the  respondent ;  and  Mr.  Feiguson  haying  made  known 
his  design  of  erecting  buildings  in  the  form  of  a  square  upon  his 
area,  the  governors,  on  the  ground  that  this  would  interfere  with  the 
interests  of  the  Hospital,  brought  the  present  action  of  declarator,  to 
have  it  found  and  declared,  in  terms  of  the  above  clause,  that  the 
feuar  could  not  use  the  said  ground  in  any  other  way  than  by  the 
ordinary  labour  of  the  plough  and  spade  without  their  consent.  In 
defence,  it  was  contended  that  there  was  no  express  prohibition 
against  building  houses,  or  erecting  dwellings  on  the  ground,  which 
in  this  case  was  the  legitimate  object  of  the  feu.  And  the  respond- 
ent was  only  taking  the  beneficial  use  of  those  rights  which  are  na- 
turally consequent  on  the  power  of  disposal  in  the  vassal.  That  the 
superior  could  not  extend  the  above  clause  to  limitations  and  restric- 
tions not  expressed ;  and  that  the  general  words  of  the  above  clause 
cannot  in  law  go  beyond  the  particulars  expressed.  July  30, 1773. 

The  Court  pronounced  this  interlocutor : — *'  Find  the  defender, 
**  Walter  Ferguson,  is  entitled  to  carry  on  his  buildings  on  his  own 
^<  grounds  mentioned  in  the  declarator."  And  on  reclaiming  peti- 
tion the  Court  adhered. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought  to  the 
House  of  Lords. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  Appellants,  Tho8»  Lockhart^  E.  ThurlotA, 

For  Respondent,  Alex.  Wedderhurn^  Ilay  Campbell. 


RoBEBT  GsEia,  Robert  Marshall,  James  Belfragf,)     ^      ,, 
Michael  Henderson,  and  Otliers,  .  ^      FP  > 

JiiUEB  Bruce  Oarstairs  of  Kinross,        .        .  SespondenU 

House  of  Lords,  24th  Nov.  177^* 

Chabtbr—Clause  as  to  Public  Bur  den  8m— Charters  granted  by  a  su- 
perior contained  clauses  exempting  the  feuar  from  all  public  burdens  im- 
posed, or  to  be  imposed.  Held,  that  this  did  not  exempt  from  the  expense  of 
repairing  or  building  churches  or  manses. 

The  appellants  were  feoars,  and  held  feu-charters,  granted  by  the 
respondent's  ancestors,  superiors  thereof,  whereby  they  were  freed 
^*  of  all  public  hardens  and  impositions  imposed,  or  to  be  imposed. 
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1776. 


K0S8 

r. 

MACRKNZIB 


*^  Upon  their  lands,  for  whatever  cauBe  or  occasion,  in  all  doe 
"  coming." 

When  a  new  manse  was  built,  demand  was  made  agaiiis^the» 
feuars  for  their  rateable  proportion  of  the  expense.     In  consequence, 
thej  sought  relief  against  the  respondent,  contending  that  the  abore 
clause  in  their  charters  exempted  them  from  the  expenses  of  huld- 
ing  or  repairing  churches  or  manses  as  public  burdens.  It  was  answer- 
ed  by  the  respondent,  that  the  words  '*  public  burdens"  legally  compif- 
hended  land-tax,  ministers*  stipends,  and  schoolmasters'  salaries,  the 
only  fixed  and  permanent  taxes  on  land  in  Scotland ;  but  that  this 
term,  public  burdens,  did  not  include  the  rebuilding  or  repairing  of 
churches  or  ministers*  manses^  which  is  of  a  personal  nature,  and  us- 
certain  in  its  nature,  event,  and  amount. 
July  11,  1772.      The  Lord   Ordinary  found  the   appellants  ''had    no  daim  of 
'^  relief  for  any  part  of  the  expenses  laid  out  by  them  in  their  r^ 
building  or  repairing  the  church,  manse,  or  office -houses  belong- 
ing to  the  parish  of  Kinross ;  therefore,  repel  the  defence  foonded 
on  that  claim,  and  refuse  the  desire  of  the  representation.'' 
Jan.  23,  1773.      On  reclaiming  petition,  the  Lords  adhered.     And,  on  second  re- 
Mar.  5, claiming  petition,  and  a  third,  the  Court  refused  the  prayers  thereof. 

*  Against  these  interlocators  the  present  appeal  was  brought  to  the 

House  of  Lords. 

Afler  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 
For  Appellants,  Al.  Wedderburn^  Ar.  Mjcdona  Id. 
For  Respondents,  Henry  DundaSy  AL  Forrester. 


ik 


u 


It 


JtnijT  Ross  of  Auchnacloich, 
MuRDocu  Mackenzie  of  Ardross, 


Appellant; 
EespondaaL 


House  of  Lords,  29th  April  1776. 


Exclusive    Title — Pkescbiption — Mikobitt — Res  Jodicata.— A 

deed  was  executed  in  favour  of  an  infant,  narratinar  that  the  granter  w»a 
the  eve  of  (^otnt;  abroad,  and  conveying  his  estate.  Thereafter  debts  vat 
contracted  by  him,  and  a  party  having  obtained  right  to  certain  adjn^Gttiflfli 
over  his  Odtata,  and  obtained  charter  and  infeftment  thereoD,  and  haviaf 
thereafter  obtained  possession  of  the  estate,  and  held  it  for  more  tbaa  te^ 
years,  held  that  the  granter  of  the  deed  was  not  divested  of  the  estate,  asd 
that  the  adjudging  creditor  had  acquired  an  exclusive  title  by  the  positivt 
prescription,  and  the  minorities  pleaded  not  sufficient  to  elide  it.  Abo^  that 
the  decree  formerly  pronounced  in  the  same  matter  was  res  judicata. 

Alexander  Mackenzie  of  Coul  obtained  judgment  or  decree  of 
apprising  against  John  Ross  of  Tollie,  as  charged  to  enter  heir  to  his 
father,  Hugh  I?os8,  for  the  amount  of  four  seyeral  bonds  doe  bj  tbe 
fiither,  and  adjudging  the  lands  of  Tollie,  and  others  therein  mes- 
tionedy  in  payment  and  satisfaction  of  the  aoeamolated  fus  of 
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£13,9o0  roerks  Scots,  and  69?  merks,  6s.  8d.  of  SheiiffB  fee.     The         1776. 

decree  stated,  "  That  tlie  process  of  apprising  haying  been  reported, 

^^  seen,  and  considered  by  the  Lords  of  Council  and  Session,  they,         ^^"'^ 

"  by  decreet  of  allowance,  found  the  same  orderly  proceeded;  and  jjAcKt-NziK. 

''  therefore  ordained  letters  to  be  directed  to  command  and  charge 

*'  the  respective  superiors  of  the  said  lands  therein  mentioned,  to 

*^  infeft  the  said  Alexander  Mackenzie  of  Coul,  his  heirs  and  assig- 

'^  nees,  to  be  holden  of  them  respectively,  as  therein  mentioned/* 

V  pon  this  decree  of  adjudication  charter  was  obtained,  and  he  vras 

infeA. 

Alexander  Mackenzie  also  procured  another  decree  of  apprising  Mar.  2,  16-1 
of  these  lands  in  payment  of  four  other  bonds.     And  it  was  admit* 
ted  that  Alexander  Mackenzie,  under  these  titles,  got  soon  there- 
after possession  of  these  lands,  though  the  precise  date  was  not  as- 
certained. 

Alexander  Mackenzie  of  Pitglassie,  the  respondent's  ancestor, 
purchased  from  the  heir  of  Mackenzie  of  Coul,  the  subjects  con- 
tained in  these  decrees  of  apprising ;  and,  having  made  up  and  com- 
pleted  a  proper  title,  entered  upon  possession  of  the  whole  of  these 
lands  of  Tollie,  except  a  parcel  that  had  been  given  off  in  wadset 
prior  to  the  apprisings,  and  that  possession  has  continued  ever  since 
in  Mackenzie  of  Pitglassie's  descendants. 

In  1650,  Thomas  Manson  obtained  a  decree  of  apprising  against        1050. 
the  said  John  Ross,  as  charged  to  enter  heir  to  Hugh  Ross,  his 
father,  for  the  accumulated  sum  of  £4560  Scots. 

In    1652,   Thomas  Mackenzie  of  Inveraal  likewise  obtained  a        10^2. 
decree  of  apprising  against  the  said  John  Ross  for  the  accumulated 
sum  of  6660  merks. 

This  John  having,  in  1G53  and  1658,  acquired  right  to  the  two  last 
decrees  of  apprisings,  brought  an  action  in  the  Court  of  Session  in 
1 662,  against  Mackenzie  of  Coul  and  Mackenzie  of  Pitglassie,  setting  1  ^62. 
forth,  that  by  their  possessions  and  intromissions,  or  receipts  from 
the  lands  within  the  legal,  the  sums  in  the  apprisings  were  satisfied 
and  extinguished,  and  concluding  for  an  account,  and  that  they 
should  be  decreed  to  yield  up  possession. 

The  plaintiff,  after  some  litigation,  was  allowed  to  prove  his  alle- 
gations, that  the  defendant's  receipts  had  been  sufficient  to  extinguish 
the  sums  in  the  apprisings,  but  did  not  proceed  on  the  proof,  stopt 
short  in  his  proceedings,  and  during  the  remainder  of  his  life,  and 
part  of  his  son  John,  a  space  almost  of  forty  years,  the  respondent's 
ancestors  enjoyed  the  estate  unmolested  and  without  challenge. 

In  I7O8,  Hugh  Ross,   (son  of  John  Ross,  the  second  of  (hat        1708. 
name,)  thought  proper  to  revive  that  suit  which  had  lain  asleep 
since  1669,  and  was  within  a  year  of  prescription.     It  was  accord- 
ingly revived  and  transferred,  but  no  further  proceedings  occurred. 

Hugh  Ross,  in  1710,  abandoning  the  above  suit,   brought  an         \';\o. 
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_*g         action  of  reduction  and  improlxation  of  the  two  apprioDgs  obtaioel 

at  the  instance  of  Mackenzie  of  Coul. 

R0S8  ^^  respondent's  grandfather,  then  in  possession  of  the  cstati^ 

V.         appeared  in  this  action,  and,  hj  virtue  of  his  titles  before  itated, 

uACKEMziB.  exhibited  the  charter  and  infeftment  called  for  by  the  action ;  ud 

pleaded^  that  having  been  in  possession  bj  virtue  of  these  titles  for 

upwards  of  forty  yearsy  his  right  was  protected  by  prescnptioii  under 

the  act  1617. 

In  reply,  it  was  pleaded,  that  prescription  was  inteimpted  hj  die 
former  action  of  declarator  and  count  and  reckoning.  It  wsb  sb- 
swered  for  the  defendant,  that  he  admitted  that  the  action  of  dedv- 
ator  of  extinction  of  the  apprisings  and  counting  within  the  li^ 
was  not  prescribed ;  but  as  that  action  necessarily  implied  an  adauih 
ledgment  of  the  defendant's  right  and  title,  it  could  not  ssTe  from 
prescription. 

Feb.  3,  1714.  The  Court  **  sustained  the  defence  of  prescription,  as  to  all  odM 
'^  grounds  of  reduction  and  nullities,  except  those  particularly  libd- 
^'  led  in  the  count  and  reckoning  and  falsehood." 

Feb.  24, On  reclaiming  petition,  the  Court  adhered.     On  going  bsck  to  the 

Ordinary,  the  pursuer  still  insisted  that  the  defender  should  make 
the  production  called  for.     And  the  Lord  Ordinary  being  of  diii 

June  3, opinion,  ordered  this  to  be  done.     The  defender  then  reprewnted 

July  28  -— —  ^g^^^B^  ^^^  interlocutor,  and  the|  Lord  Ordinary  ordered  this  to  be 
answered;  but  nothing  further  occurred  for  forty-two  years. 

Hugh  Ross,  in  the  action  of  1710,  was  succeeded  by  his  son  Jobs. 
And^  on  John's  death,  without  issue,  the  appellant's  father,  Robot 
Ross,  succeeded  to  his  elder  brother. 
1756.  ^^  17^61  Robert  Ross  brought  another  action  to  revive  tbstrf 

1710,  but  nothing  farther  was  done. 
1772.  ^°  1772,  the  appellant,  son  of  Robert,  revived  and  transfetred  tbe 

old  action  of  I7IO  against  the  respondent  It  occurred  to  tbe  re- 
spondent that  the  original  action  was  prescribed  and  out  of  Gout; 
but  the  Lord  Ordinary  being  of  a  different  opinion,  the  old  sdioi 
proceeded  at  the  point  where  it  was  dropped. 

July 24  1773  The  Lord  Ordinary  pronounced  this  interlocutor:  "Finds,  tbit 
''the  interlocutor  of  the  Court  in  1714»  by  which  the  defence  rf 
*'  prescription  is  sustained,  as  to  all  other  grounds  of  reducdons  isd 
'^  nullities,  except  those  particularly  libelled  on  in  the  former  pio- 
''  cess  of  count  and  reckoning,  and  which  was  adhered  to»  snd  not 
^  reclaimed  against  in  due  time,  is  a  final  interlocutor  as  to  tint 
point,  and  therefore  finds  the  pursuer's  plea,  founded  on  the  sap- 
posal  it  was  still  open  for  him  to  insist,  in  the  same  way  thst  he 
*'  might  were  there  no  prescription  run,  is  not  competent;  and  with 
*'*'  respect  to  the  pursuers  plea  that  prescription  is  inteiiupted  bf 
*'-  minorities,  which  it  is  not  disputed,  is  still  competent  for  hia, 
*'  Finds,  that  he  has  not  brought  sufficient  evidence  in  ssppflrt 
''  thereof;  and  in  respect,  !•  It  does  not  appear  that  he  canfoiod 
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''  on  an  J  part  of  the  20  jean'  miooritjr  of  Hugh,  the  son  of  John       1776. 
the  second ;  for  though  there  is  a  disposition  by  John,  the  father 


*<  to  Hugh,  who  was  at  the  time  a  child  a  year  old,  there  is  no  evi-     purr  of 

•*  dence,  nor  by  the  words  of  the  disposition,  that  it  was  delivered  to      oo*****" 

**  any  body  on  the  child's  account ;  and  as  it  proceeds  on  the  recital  grant,  &c. 

'*  that  the  father  was  going  abroad,  which  it  was  clearly  proven  he 

**  did  not,  eyery  circumstance  concurs  to  show  that  it  was  never  out 

**  of  the  father^s  power  ;  and  as  he  lived  till  after  the  son's  majority, 

*'  the  minority  of  the  son  cannot  aid  the  pursuer ;  and,  2dly,  The 

'*  pursuer  cannot  plead  on  the  twelve  years'  minority  of  John  the 

"  second,  supposing  these  proved,  as  the  right  did  not  at  that  time 

*^  stand  in  John,  but  in  Balnagowan,  as  a  proper  purchaser ;  and, 

'*  therefore,  upon  the  whole,  sustains  the  defences,  assoilzies,  and 

"  decerns." 

On  representation,  the  Lord  Ordinary  adhered.  And  on  reclaiming  Dec.  11  1773. 
petition  to  the  Court,  **  The  Lords  adhere  to  the  Lord  Ordinary's  in- 
'*  terlocutor,  in  so  far  as  it  finds  the  interlocutor  of  the  Court,  of  the 
<*  3d  Feb.  1714,  is  a  final  interlocutor,  and  is  to  be  held  a  res  fudicaia, 
"  and  in  so  far  refuse  the  desire  of  the  petition.  But  in  respect  of 
"  certain  new  productions,  made  on  the  part  of  the  petitioner,  and 
**  which  were  not  before  the  Lord  Ordinary,  they  remit  to  his  Lord- 
*'  ship  to  hear  parties  thereon." 

After  memorials  were  given  in,  the  Lord  Ordinary,  in  a  special  Mar.  2,  1775. 
interlocutor,  found  prescriptive  possession  run ;  and  also  that  the 
minorities  pleaded  were  not  sufficient  to  interrupt  that  prescription." 

On  reclaiming  petition,  the  Court  finally  adhered  to  the  Lord  Or- 
dinary  8  interiocutor.  Jan.  31, 1776. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought  to  the 
House  of  Lords. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained  of  be 
affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  Alex.  Wedderburriy  Alex. Mwnay^  Hay  Campbell, 
For  Respondent,  E.  Thwrlow^  Henry  HundaSf  Ar,  Macdotudd. 


Alex.  Dusb  of  Gordon,  ....        Appdlant; 

Sir  James  Grant,  Bart.,  Colonel  James  Grant,^ 
Colonel  Alexander  Grant,  the  Earl  op  Fife,/-  RespondenU. 
and  Others ) 

House  of  Lords,  22d  March  1776. 

Cbuite  Dtkeb— Cruive  Fishing— Floatino  Timber  down  a  River.— 
Circuastances  in  which  a  party  was  held  to  have  a  cruiTe  fishing,  and  entitl- 
ed to  erect  dykes  for  that  purpose,  hut  so  as  not  to  ohstruct  the  floating  down 
the  river  to  the  sea,  the  wood  and  limber  belonging  to  the  superior  heritors. 

This  was  a  dispute  between  the  appellant  and  the  respondents  be- 
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1776.        ing  heritors  on  the  hatiks  of  the  river  Spey,  as  to  the  right  of  cnuTe 
fishing  in  that  river  claimed  bj  the  appellant,  and  Tvhich  the  le- 


DUKG  OF     gpondents  contended  he  had  not ;   action  was  brought  to  dedare 
^  their  respective  rights. 

GRANT,  &c.       It  was  stated  that  the  former  Doke  of  Gordon  had  reused  actum 
to  have  his  right  of  tngnet  fishing  in  the  sea  at  the  mouth  of  Ae 
river  Spey,  and  likewise  to  have  his  right  to  a  corrach,  cobble  and 
spear  fishing  in  the  said  river  declared ;  but  no  conclusion  was  made 
as  to  a  cruive  or  dyke  fishing. 
July  14, 1727.     The  Court  of  Session  then  pronounced  this  interlocutor :  ^  Find 
'*  the  Earl  of  Moray,  and  other  pursuers,  have  the  only  right  of  sal- 
*'  mon  fishing  in  the  river  Spey,  from  the  Pot  upwards  to  the  Bora 
^*  of  Inchneil ;   and  that  they  may  use  the  same  with  cobbles  or 
**  currachs  as  they  may  think  fit ;  and  that  the  Duke  of  Gordon  his 
«  no  right  of  fishing  within  the  bounds  aforesaid.     And  also  find 
*'  that  the  Earl  of  Moray  and  the  other  pursuers  have  a  right  offish- 
^*  ing  with  currachs  only  from  the  Bum  of  Inchneil  to  Balhagartj- 
<(  gaven ;  and  that  the  Duke  of  Gordon  hath  right  to  fish  with  ooh- 
^'  ble,  currach,  or  oihermays,  within  the  said  bounds,  and  decerns 
«  and  declares  accordingly/'  The  Court  afterwards  altered  the  wordi 
or  other  way  Sy  to  ^*  or  in  any  other  lawful  way/*  by  inteilocator  of 
July  279——  27th  July ;  and  under  this,  the  defenders  contended  that  it  could 
never  mean  to  extend  to  a  cruive  or  dike  fishing. 
This  interlocutor  was  affirmed  on  appeal. 
In  1733,  however,  a  new  action  was  raised  by  the  respondents 
against  the  Duke,  to  have  it  found  that  he  had  no  right  to  a  craire 
fishing,  which  he  insisted  on.     In  this  action  the  Court  finally  pro- 
July  15, 1737.  nounced  this  interlocutor:  ''Find  that  charter  1684,  containing  a 
''  novodamus,  gives  the  Duke  a  sufficient  title  to  cmives  sub  saxo 
^<  de  Ardewhish,  reserving  to  the  heritors  to  be  heard  before  the  Or- 
'*  dinary  how  far  the  said  charter  gives  a  right  to  cruiTes  at  any  othet 
*^  part  except  only  at  the  saxum  de  Ardewhish »  and  also  how  iar 
*'  the  said  charter  could  give  a  right  to  cruives,  in  prejudice  of  other 
<(  heritors  who  had  anterior  rights  of  fishing  upon  the  river  sub  saxo 
<^  de  Ardewhish  ;  also  adhere  to  the  same  interlocutor,  finding  that 
"  by  law  the  Duke  cannot  build  cmives  upon  sands  or  shoals  in  fresh 
'*  water/' 
July  20,  r£.jjg  j^j.^  Ordinary,  in  terms  of  the  remit  thus  made  to  him,  foond 

that  the  Duke  must  ^'  demolish  and  pull  down  all  braes  and  dykea 
'*  used  by  him  upon  the  Water  Spey  above  the  saxum  de  Arde- 
*^  whish/'     But  no  judgment  was  given  upon  the  other  points 
1756.  Sir  Ludovick  Grant  brought  an  action  in  1756  against  Sir  fiobert 

Gordon  declaring  his  right  to  salmon  fishing  on  the  river  Spey  oppo- 
site to  his  lands,  and  that  the  defender  had  no  right  to  erect  cmives  or 
yairF,  braes  and  dykes,  or  other  unlawful  engines,  for  fishing  in  the 
water  of  Spej,  to  the  prejudice  of  his  right.  To  this  action  the  Duke 
of  Gordon,  and  the  Earls  of  Find  later  and  Fife  were  afterwards  sistcd 
as  parties  ;  and  Sir  Ludovick  brought  also  an  action  against  then 
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on  the  same  grounds.  In  consequence  of  the  Duke  of  Gordon  heing  a        1776. 
minor,  the  guardians  prevailed  on  the  pursuer  to  delay  the  proceed- 


ing until  he  came  of  age.  cillon 

A  new  action  was  then  hrought  by  the  respondents  to  have  it  ^' 

fonnd  that  the  Duke  of  Gordon  had  no  right  or  title  to  erect  cruives,  * 

braes,  or  other  engines,  and  that  the  channel  of  the  river  ought  to  be 
laid  open  and  all  obstructions  removed. 

The  Court  of  Session  finally  pronounced  this  interlocutor:  **  Find  Aug.  10, 1775. 
'*  the  defender,  the  Duke  of  Gordon,  is  not  entitled  to  have  cniives, 
**  braes,  or  dykes,  upon  those  parts  of  the  river  Spey  within  which 
^*  the  crown  had  granted  rights  of  fishing  to  other  heritors  before  the 
^'  date  of  the  Duke  of  Gordons  charter  1684.  And  therefore  or- 
'^  dain  the  cruives,  braes  or  dykes  already  erected  within  that  space 
*'  to  be  demolished.  And  decern  and  declare  accordingly.  And 
*^  find  it  unnecessary  to  determine  at  present  that  point  relative  to 
**  the  floating  of  the  timber.*' 

The  Lord  Ordinary  ordered  the  cruives  and  dykes  to  be  demolish-  Nov.  2, 1775. 
ed.  All  have  accordingly  been  remoyed,  except  the  appellant's  ^®<^*  2 1«  — 
crnive  dyke. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought  to  the 
House  of  Lords. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  complained  of  be  re« 
versed,  and  the  cause  be  remitted*  to  the  Court  of  Session  to 
proceed  upon  the  foundation  of  the  respective  rights  of  the  par- 
ties, ascertained  and  established  by  the  interlocutor  of  the  14th 
July  17279  &nd  declarations  there  made. 

For  the  Appellant,  AL  Wedderbum^  Alex,  Murray ^  Bobt.  McQueen, 

Arch,  McDonald, 
For  the  Respondent,  E,  Thurlow,  Henry  Dundas,  llay  Campbell, 


John  Gillos,  ....  Appellant  ; 

Catuebine  MuiRnEAD  tb  Husband,  .  EesponderUs. 

For  report  of  this  case,  see  Morison,  p.  15286.  It  is  said  by  Pro- 
fessor Bell  (Com.  vol.  i.  p.  76,  n.  1.)  that  the  case  was  affirmed  on 
appeal ;  but  the  Compiler  has  not  been  able  to  find  any  such  appeal, 
nor  any  trace  of  it  in  the  Journals  of  the  House  of  Lords. 


*  Under  this  remit,  the  Court  of  Session  found  the  Duke  entitled  to  a 
cruive  fishing,  and  to  erect  cruive  dykes,  but  so  as  to  leave  the  river  open 
to  allow  the  respondents  to  float  their  timber  down  at  certain  seasons  of 
the  ypar.  And,  on  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  this  judgment  was  af- 
firmed.    Vide  vol.  II.  p.  582,  ante. 
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1789, 


•--i Wu.  and  Jaices  Douglas,         •  .  •         AppelUmU ; 

8COTT       gj^  Q^  CoLEBRooKB  &  Co.  .  .        HespondeaU- 

"""  bet'on?  ""  This  case  is  reported  in  Mor.  p.  1605,  18th  July  1780,  and  is 
stated  by  Professor  Bell  (Com.  toI.  i.  p.  416,  n.  2.)  to  hare  been  af- 
firmed on  appeal ;  but  no  appeal  case  has  been  found,  and  no  trace 
of  it  in  the  Journals  of  the  House  of  Lords. 


[M.  13.371.] 

Walter  Scott,         .  .  •  •  Appdlani; 

Cbeditors  of  Hugh  Setov,  .  .  Bespondentt, 

House  of  Lords,  7th  April  1789. 

Judicial  Sale — Hehitablb  Debts,  Extivctiok  op — Held  that  tbe 
debts  aifecting  a  bankrapt  estate,  sold  at  a  judicial  sale,  are,  upon  paTnentcf 
the  price,  extioguished  to  every  effect  except  that  of  securiiiic  the  porchiirr. 

The  bankrupt  estate  of  Appine  haying  been  purchased  at  a  judicial 
sale  by  Mr.  Seton,  on  the  creditors  receiving  payment  out  of  the 
price,  conveyances  of  their  debts  were  made  oyer  in  trust,  for  the  be- 
hoof of  Mr.  Seton,  to  the  appellant  Mr.  Scott,  his  agent  and  man  of 
business.  Mr.  Scott  thereafter  laid  out  considerable  sums  of  money 
on  Mr.  Seton' s  account ;  and  for  his  security  of  those  sums  Mr.  SetoD 
executed  deeds^  by  which  he  consented  and  declared,  that  Mr.  Scott 
should  continue  Tested  with  the  rights  to  the  Appine  debts  until 
those  due  to  himself  were  paid.  Alexander  Farquharson,  the  hdr 
of  the  cautioner  for  the  price  of  the  estate,  then  obtained  from  Mr. 
Scott  a  disposition  to  the  Appine  debts,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  se* 
curing  his  relief  as  to  the  cautionary  obligation. 

In  this  situation,  Mr.  Seton  became  bankrupt,  and,  in  a  ranldag 
and  sale  brought  by  his  creditors,  Mr.  Scott  claimed  a  preference  over 
the  other  creditors,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  ipso  Jure  extisC" 
tion  of  debts  affecting  an  estate,  and  that  the  act  1695,  framed  fortlie 
benefit  of  purchasers  at  a  judicial  sale,  could  not  be  construed  to  li- 
mit his  rights  at  common  law. 
July  10, 1788.  On  report  to  the  Court,  they  held,  that  the  debts  affecting  a 
bankrupt  estate  conveyed  to  the  purchaser  at  a  judicial  sale,  an  ex- 
tinguished to  every  other  effect  except  that  of  securing  the  purchaser. 

On  appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  this  judgment  was  affirmed. 

For  Appellant,  /.  Ahercromby^ 
For  Respondents,  /.  Clerk. 
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[Mor.  4964.] 

Uble  n  Ruthbrpobd  or  Scott,  Widow  of  Wji.  Scott  \  .    ^ 
of  Newcastle,    .  .  .  .  j    JPP  >     jkrdon,  &c. 

Arch.  Jerdon,  (formerly  called  Jerdon  Caterhill)^^ 

and  Jean  Jerdon  bis   Sister,  Infants,   bj  tbeirV    RerpondenU. 
Guardian,  and  Thomas  Cayerhill,  Jedburgb,         ) 

House  of  Lords,  23d  Feb.  1791. 

Reductiov  of  Deed8*-Fbaud  and  Ikcapacitt. — Held  that  deeds  grant, 
ed  by  a  person  95  years  of  age,  subject  to  attacks  of  palsy,  and  where  the 
memory  was  a  good  deal  impaired,  were  sustained ; — ^the  deeds  having  been 
executed  several  years  before  bis  death,  and  before  these  shocks  and  impaired 
memory  had  appeared. 

The  appellant  was  the  heir  at  law,  and  next  of  kin  of  the  late 
Archibald  Jerdon  of  Bonjedward,  her  uncle :  She  brought  the  pre- 
sent action  before  the  Court  of  Session  to  set  aside  and  reduce  the 
will  of  her  said  uncle,  executed  by  him,  whereby  he  conyeyed  his 
whole  real  and  personal  estate  to  the  respondents,  who  were  the 
children  of  a  natural  daughter  of  the  deceased,  to  whom  he  had  a 
strong  attachment,  and  who  had  been  brought  up  in  his  house  from 
infancy. 

The  grounds  of  the  reduction  were,  1.  That  at  the  time  the 
deeds  were  executed,  the  said  Archibald  Jerdon  was  through  age,  and 
the  effects  of  a  paralytic  disorder,  so  much  reduced  in  point  of  intel- 
lect, as  to  be  incapable  of  giving  directions  for  executing  his  will,  and 
was  in  a  state  liable  to  be  led  by  any  person  who  happened  to  be  a- 
bout  him,  and  was  totally  incapable  of  judging  for  himself,  or  form- 
ing any  deliberate  will  of  his  own,  or  understanding  the  import  of  any 
such.  2.  That  the  deeds  so  executed  were  fraudulently  impetrated 
from  him  by  the  respondents,  or  some  of  them,  or  by  persons  em- 
ployed by  them.  Thus  incapacity  and  fraud  were  the  grounds  of  the 
reduction. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  having  allowed  a  proof. 

It  was  proved  that  the  maker  of  the  deed  had  had  a  severe  stroke 
of  the  palsy  before  executing  the  deed — that  he  was  95  years  of  age. 
The  doctor  who  attended  him  for  six  years  before  his  death,  stated 
about  three  years  before  his  death  that  he  had  a  stroke  of  the  palsy, 
and  that  he  attended  him  : — '*  that  he  did  not  continue  very  long  ill 
*'  of  that  disease,  and  he  recovered  perfectly  of  it  in  point  of  bodily 
^  health ;  but  he  had  upon  him  at  the  same  time  a  scorbutic  erup- 
*'  tion,  which  continued  for  years,  and  for  which  and  other  complaints 
<«  the  deponent  continued  to  attend  him  to  the  time  of  his  death. 
**  That  after  he  recovered  the  said  stroke  of  palsy,  Mr.  Jerdon,  in 
'<  the  intervals  of  his  illness,  appeared  to  the  deponent  to  converse 
'*  rationally  and  sensibly  enough ;  but  that  he  had  more  shocks  of 
«*  the  palsy  than  one  $  namely,  one  in  1  l^ij  which  was  the  first,  and 
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*'  after  that  he  had  several  other  slight  shocks :  That  at  these  times 
<<  he  appeared  to  the  deponent  to  be  considerably  affected  both  in 
''  point  of  judgment  and  memoiy,  but  more  in  point  of  memory  than 
'' jadgment,  being  at  a  loss  for  words  to  express  his  ideas  :  That 
''  some  of  these  shocks  were  so  slight  as  to  be  got  the  better  of  in  a 
<'  day  or  two  ;  and  that  there  was  no  shock  that  he  can  remember 
'<  of  between  17^0  and  1784  :  That  between  the  years  ]7B0  and 
*<  1784  Mr.  Jerdon  did  appear  to  him  to  be  capable  of  ordinary 
*^  business ;  as  also  that  he  appeared  to  the  deponent  tenacious  of  his 
*'  own  opinions,  and  attentive  to  his  own  interests." 

Mr.  Jerdon  died  in  1786,  at  the  advanced  age  of  95.     And  the 
three  deeds  executed  were  dated  respectively  in  1778)  in  1781  ^  and 
a  third  testamentary  deed '25th  September  1783. 
Nov.  17, 1789.     The  Court  repelled  the  reasons  of  reduction. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

Pleaded  for  the  Appellants — Although  it  is  certainly  a  just  rule, 
that  effect  should  be  given  to  the  ttliima  voluntas  ieslatoris  even  to 
the  exclusion  of  the  lawiul  heirs  ;  yet,  on  the  other  hand,  the  best 
and  the  wisest  may  be  reduced  to  such  a  state  of  weakness,  in  which 
situation  advantage  may  be  taken,  by  the  artifice  of  designing  and 
officious  men.     The  law  is  properly  careful  to  preserve  the  succes- 
sion of  persons  labouring  under  such  weakness  of  understanding,  and 
therefore  the  utmost  jealousy  is  to  be  entertained  of  deeds  of  settle- 
ment executed  in  the  circumstances  of  the  present  deed.      At  the 
time  these  deeds  were  executed,  it  is  established  by  the  proof  that 
Mr.  Jerdon  was  incapacitated  both  in  mind  and  body,  and  this,  add- 
ed to  the  fiaud  and  circumvention,  ought  to  be  sufficient  to  set  them 
aside.  Under  the  head  of  circumvention,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove 
such  a  degree  of  it  as  would  have  deceived  even  a  person  of  sound 
understanding.     But  that  it  is  enough  if  such  a  degree  of  incapacity  is 
proved  as  makes  the  person  evidently  liable  to  be  acted  upon  by  that 
specific  degree  and  kind  of  artifice  and  influence  which  are  ako  proved 
to  have  been  exerted  against  him.     Even  supposing  total  incapacity 
were  not  proved,  and  that  Mr.  Jerdon  had  still  flashes  of  reason  and 
partial  restoration,  yet,    it  is  undeniable    his  mental  capacity  was 
impaired,  and  the  will  obtained  by  the  arts  of  strangers  who  were 
about  him  at  the  time.   In  many  instances  the  Court  of  Session  have 
set  aside  deeds  on  similar  grounds.     Thus  in  the  case  of  Dallas  r. 
Dallas  in  1/73)  the  deed  was  reduced  on  proof  of  weakness  on  the 
part  of  the  granter,   and  circumstances  of  undue   influence  on  the 
part  of  those  who  obtained  the  deed  in  prejudice  of  the  nearest  heirs. 
In  the  case  of  Trotter  v.  Trotter,  in  1774,  the  will  was  set  aside,  al- 
though in  favour  of  the  nearest  heirs,  because  it  had  been  procured 
by  importunity  and  fraud.     In  the  case  of  Macarthur,  the  chief  in* 
gredient  in  the  proof  was  that  the  father,  who  was  the  daughter  s 
heir,  was  kept  at  a  distance ;  and  there  was  no  proof  of  previous  in- 
structions to  execute  the  deed,  emanating  from  Miss  Macarthur  her 
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self.     And  in  Brown  against  Chalmers,  where  the  judgment  of  the         ^*^^ 
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Court  of  Session  was  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  the  chief  cir- 
comstance  in  the  cause  was,  the  interference  of  a  writer,  who  used 
arguments  with  his  employer,  a  man  far  advanced  in  life,  and  ren-  jbhdon,  &o. 
dered  weak  hj  disease,  and  hj  habits  of  intemperance,  though,  at 
the  time  of  executing  the  will,  he  was  quite  sober,  and  the  will  was 
read  to  him.  In  the  case  of  Crawford  of  Doonside  there  was  no 
bad  intention  of  any  kind  ;  but  Mr.  Crawford  had  delayed  too  long 
the  important  business  of  making  his  will.  He  relied  upon  very 
honourable  gentlemen,  who  were  present  when  he  put  his  name  to 
'it,  without  being  able  either  to  read  or  hear  it  read,  and  the  will  was 
set  aside. 

Pleaded  for  the  Hespondents. — ^There  are  two  points.  1st.  Inca- 
pacity. 2d.  Fraud.  As  to  the  first,  the  onlj  point  of  time  at  which 
it  is  material  to  inquire  into  the  state  of  Mr.  Jerdon*s  health  and 
understanding  is  the  date  of  the  will.  What  he  was  before,  or  what 
be  became  after,  is  of  no  consequence,  provided  that  at  that  date  he 
was  of  sound  disposing  mind.  But  the  appellant's  evidence,  avoid- 
ing that  particular  period,  takes  a  range  of  several  years,  and,  pick- 
ing up  scanty  anecdotes  of  infirmity  or  occasional  mental  debility 
during  parts  of  that  period,  imagines  this  is  enough.  She  has  proved 
the  deceased  had  a  stroke  of  palsy  in  1780 — ^that  he  continued  more 
or  less  under  it  till  May  1781 — that  though  he  then  recovered  com- 
pletely, he  had  a  second  attack  in  1784,  and  others  at  difiFerent  times. 
But  there  is  no  eyidence  that  he  was  ill  at  the  date  of  these  deeds. 
As  to  his  not  being  able,  after  the  first  stroke,  to  express  himself  with 
that  ease  and  fluency  as  formerly,  the  respondent  is  willing  to  admit 
this,  but  that  can  never  go  to  establish  incapacity.  On  the  contrary, 
down  to  the  date  of  his  death  in  1786,  he  continued  to  enjoy  the  full 
possession  of  his  mental  faculties  for  a  man  of  hisyears.  In  regard  to 
fraud,  the  whole  is  founded  upon  the  mere  supposition  that  she,  be- 
ing the  deceased*  s  heir,  he  must  have  had  a  predilection  for  her,  un- 
less some  fraud  had  been  used ;  but  the  whole  circumstances  show- 
ed that  he  had  never  any  intention  of  favouring  her,  and  that  this 
predilection  W€W  in  favour  of  his  natural  daughter,  in  whose  favour 
every  deed  that  was  made  was  executed.  The  last  will  was  in  fa* 
Tour  of  her  infant  children,  who  could  not  be  participant  or  privy  to 
any  fraud  or  scheme  whatever,  and  the  agent  chosen  to  execute  this 
deed  was  a  man  of  established  character  in  the  first  rank  of  his  pro- 
fession. On  all  these  grounds,  therefore,  there  was  not  sufficient 
evidence  to  set  aside  the  deed. 

After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  interlocutors  be  affirmed. 

For  the  Appellant,  T.  Erskiney  J.  Anstnither, 

For  the  Respondents,  Sir  J.  Scottf  Mob.  Blair,  Alex.  Ahercromhy, 
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^^  Sir  JoHx  Hbndersox,  Bart. »        ....        Appdlanl; 

UENDERsuN.  RoBERT  Bkuce  Hexdersox,  Esq.,         .        •         .  Retpondeni. 

House  of  Lords,  11th  May  1791. 

FiAR  OR  LiFEREVTER — ^Entail — CoKDiTiOK. — I.  Circnmstances  in 
which,  though  an  estate  belonged  originally  to  the  wife,  and  was  taken  to 
her  and  the  husband  in  conjunct  fee  and  liferent,  fuling  whom  to  the  wh*9 
heirs,  and  failing  them  to  the  heirs  and  assignees  whatsoerer  of  the  bnslBiid, 
that  the  fee  was  in  the  latter,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  make  entail  with 
the  condition  therein  specified.  2.  In  this  entail,  the  condition  was,  thit 
when  the  estate  of  Earshall  came  into  the  family  of  Fordell,  the  heir  of  For- 
dell  was  not  to  hold  both  estates,  but  Earshall  estate  was  to  go  to  the  next 
heir.  Held,  this  condition  good,  and  that  the  heir  of  Fordell  was  boand  to 
denude  in  favour  of  the  next  heir. 

Robert  Bruce  of  Earshall  held  his  estate  of  Earshall  nsder  a  des- 
tination to  heirs  male  ;  but  having  himself  no  heirs  male,  anS  there 
being  issue  of  his  body  four  daughters,  he  executed  a  deed  upontiie 
narratiye,  that  as  the  estate  was  considerablj  burdened  with  debts» 
he  had  resolved  that  what  of  the  same  was  free,  af^er  pajring  then 
debts,  should,  failing  heirs  male  of  his  own  body,  belong  to  the 
heirs  female  of  his  body,  viz.  to  his  four  daughters  suocessirely,  and 
the  heirs  of  their  bodies,  whom  failing,  to  his  sisters  and  the  heiis 
of  their  bodies  ;  the  eldest  daughter  always  to  succeed  without  £• 
vision,  and  to  exclude  heirs  portioners. 

The  estate,  at  the  date  of  this  settlement,  was  loaded  with  deUs, 
equal  to  or  exceeding  its  value,  so  that  Robert  Bruce,  the  grsnter, 
had  little  more  than  the  name.  The  substantial  right  in  the  estate 
was  vested  in  a  number  of  creditors,  who  had  adjudications  thereoo, 
some  of  which  were  completed  by  charter  and  sasine,  and  the  legab 
long  expired. 

Robert  Bruce  died  in  1768  without  male  issue.  His  eldest  sur- 
viving daughter,  Helen  Bruce,  did  not  think  it  expedient  to  make 
up  titles  by  serving  herself  heir  of  provision  under  the  above  settle- 
ment, or  to  enter  into  possession;  but  a  creditor,  after  obtaimn^ 
charter  and  sasine,  and  decree  of  expiry  of  the  legal,  and  decree  of 
mails  and  duties  against  the  tenants,  entered  into  possession. 

Helen  Bruce  was  thrice  married;  Ist,  to  David  Baillie.  Mr. 
Baillie,  by  the  assistance  of  his  father,  acquired  right  daring  the  rab- 
sistence  of  the  marriage,  to  several  of  the  most  considerable  of  the 
debts  affecting  the  estate,  particularly  to  the  adjudication  above-meo- 
tioned.  'He  died  in  1726,  leaving  one  son,  who  also  died  soon  there- 
after.  His  eldest  brother  served  heir  to  him,  and  thereby  acquired 
right  to  the  debts  and  adjudications  affecting  the  estate  of  Earshall; 
all  of  which  he  made  over  to  his  father,  James  Baillie,  W.S.,  who 
Jan.  30, 1728.  by  virtue  thereof  entered  into  possessioni  and  levied  the  rents. 
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By  contract  between  the  said  James  Baillie  and  Mm-  Helen  1791. 
Bruce,  his  widowed  daughteif-in-law,  he  agreed  upon  the  narratiTe 
that  the  debts  contained  in  David  Baillie's  bonds,  paid  by  the  father 
after  the  son's  death,  with  other  debts  due  to  him  by  his  son,  and  hbhderson. 
what  the  father  had  paid  out  for  him  and  the  maintenance  of  his 
widow  and  family,  after  deducting  ail  intromissions  with  the  rents  of 
Earshall,  amounted  to  £3108  ;  Mr.  Baillie,  for  the  lore  and  respect 
he  bore  to  his  daughter-in-lsTW,  became  bound  and  obliged,  in  part 
payment  of  the  said  sum,  '*  to  make  oyer  the  said  estate,  and  any 
^'  other  lands  which  belonged  to  the  deceased  Sir  Andrew  Bruce, 
^^  and  Andrew  Bruce  of  £!arshall,  his  son,  with  all  right,  title,  and  in- 
^  terest  he  had  thereto,  with  the  haill  debts  affecting  the  same,  stand- 
'^  ing  in  his  favour,  and  that  in  favour  of  the  said  Helen  Bruce  and 

her  heirs  and  assignees ;  but  reserving  to  him,  the  said  James 

Baillie,  and  his  foresaids,  the  rights  and  securities  of  the  said 
'*  estate,  and  the  possession  thereof,  for  security  of,  and  till  he  should 
^'  be  fully  paid  off  the  foresaid  mentioned  sum  with  interest." 

Mrs.  Helen  Bruce  in  1730  married  her  second  husband,  Mr. 
James  Henderson,  granduncle  to  both  parties  in  this  cause ;  She 
entered  into  a  contract  of  marriage,  and  in  place  of  conveying  her 
interest  in  the  Earshall  estate,  she  bound  and  obliged  herself  to  pay 
him,  her  husband,  80,000  pound  Scots,  an  obligation  upon  which  it 
was  intended  that  he  should  raise  adjudication,  and  by  this  means 
obtain  possession  of  the  estate. 

In  order  to  fortify  still  further  his  right,  another  contract  was 
entered  into  by  him  with  Mr.  James  Baillie,  in  terms  somewhat 
similar  to  those  in  Baillie's  contract  with  Mrs.  Helen  Bruce. 

Soon  after  Mr.  Henderson  executed  a  settlement,  bearing, — **  For  Feb.  1733. 
"  the  love  and  &vour  which  I  have  and  bear  to  Mrs.  Helen  Bruce, 
^'  my  spouse,  do  hereby  assign  and  dispone  to  myself  and  her,  in 

conjunct  fee  and  liferent,  for  her  liferent  use  allenarly,  in  case  she 

survive  me,  and  if  there  happen  to  be  an  heir  or  heirs  existing 
^*  of  the  marriage  betwixt  us,  and  to  the  heirs  of  the  marriage  be- 
''  tween  us  in  fee ;  and  in  default  of  issue  of  the  marriage  betwixt 
"  us  two,  to  such  of  us  as  shall  survive  the  other,  and  to  such  surviv* 
^*  or* s  heirs  or  assignees  whatsoever,  all  right,  title,  and  diligence,  that 
*'  I  have  already  acquired,  and  shall  happen  to  acquire,  either  in  my 
'*  own  name,  or  in  the  name  of  any  other  person  or  persons  to  my 
*'  use  and  behoof,  of  or  concerning  the  lands  and  estate  of  Earshall.*' 

In  order  to  complete  the  above  plan,  which  had  been  settled  at 
the  time  of  the  marriage,  of  vesting  in  Mr.  Henderson  the  right  to 
the  estate  of  Earshall,  or  at  least  to  the  reversion  thereof,  it  was 
afterwards  concerted,  in  consequence  of  the  advice  of  counsel,  that 
his  spouse  and  her  two  sisters,  under  the  character  of  heirs-portioners 
to  their  father,  should  concur  in  granting  a  bond  to  the  amount  of 
100,000  pounds  Scots  in  favour  of  George  Lock,  as  trustee  for  Mr. 
Henderson,  the  bond  to  contain  in  gramio  a  declaration  that  it  had 
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1791.        ^^^^  gtaated  for  the  sole  purpose  of  enabling  Mr.  Lock  to  lead  an 
adjudication  of  the  estate,  which  would  be  an  effectual  tide  of  pro- 
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BEMDK  accordingly  granted,  qualified  by  stating  the  purpose  for  which  it 

was  80  granted,  namely, — "  that  by  adjudication,  or  such  other 
*'  method  as  is  competent  by  law ;  and  that  the  said  George  Lock, 
''  or  his  heirs,  who  shall  have  established  such  titles,  shall  denude 
*'  thereof,  to  and  in  favour  of  me,  the- said  Mr.  James  Hendersoo, 
'^  and  me  the  said  Mrs.  Helen  Bruce,  in  conjunct  fee  and  hfereot, 
''  and  to  the  heirs  of  his  body  to  be  procreate  betwixt  him  and  me, 
'^  the  said  Helen  Bruce ;  which  failing,  to  and  in  favour  of  me,  die 

said  Helen  Bruce,  and  the  heirs  to  be  procreated  of  my  bodj  of 

any  subsequent  marriage  :  which  failing,  to  and  in  favour  of  me, 
*'  the  said  Elizabeth  Bruce  the  sister  ;  which  all  failing,  to  the  said 
*'  Mr.  James  Henderson,  his  heirs  and  assignees  whomsoever.*' 

Upon  this  bond  George  Lock  obtained  an  adjudication  of  the 
estate  of  Earshall  for  payment  of  the  sum  in  the  bond,  amountiDg 
with  penalty  to  712,500  pounds  Scots. 

Thereafter  Mr.  Lock  executed  a  deed  divesting  and  denuding 
himself,  and  stating,  that  seeing  the  said  trust  bond  was  only  granted 
to  me  on  trust  *^for  behoof  of  the  said  James  Henderson.^*  •*  There- 
"  fore,  wit  ye  to  have  sold,  alienated,  and  disponed,  to  and  in  favoar 
*'  of  the  said  Mr.  James  Henderson,  and  Helen  Bruce  his  spoose, 
"  and  the  longest  liver  of  them,  in  conjunct  fee  and  liferent,  and 
*'  failing  either  of  them  by  decease,  to  the  heirs  and  assignees  of  the 
'*  survivors  heritably  undjer  reversion,  according  to  act  of  parliament, 
"all  and  whole  the  said  lands." 
Sept.  30,1737.  Before  obtaining  this  conveyance  from  Mr.  Lock,  another  settle- 
ment had  been  executed,  by  which  Mr.  Henderson  assigned  to  Mrt 
Helen  Bruce,  his  spouse,  the  contract  and  agreement  entered  into  by 
him  with  Mr.  James  Baiilie,  with  full  power  to  her,  "  immediately 
^*  after  my  decease,  not  only  to  enter  into  possession,  but  to  intromit 
"  with,  uplift,  and  receive  the  rents,  &c."  This  settlement,  like  the 
former  one,  teseryed  Jull  power  io  revoke  or  alter  at  any  time  during 
the  granter's  life.  It  has  been  asserted  that  both  were  delivered  to 
Helen  Bruce  during  the  granter's  life,  and  the  respondent  has  no 
occasion  to  dispute  the  fact. 

In  1738  Mr.  Henderson  having  implemented  his  part  of  the  con- 
tract above  mentioned  with  Mr.  Baiilie,  by  finding  security  for  the 
balance  of  the  36,000  merks  which  he  was  bound  to  pay  by  that 
contract,  he  (Mr.  Baiilie)  with  consent  of  his  son,  executed  a  fonoal 
disposition,  which,  after  reciting  the  various  debts  and  diligences  af- 
fecting the  estate,  with  the  progress  thereof  into  Mr.  Baillie's  person, 
proceeds  in  these  terms : — ^  And  seeing  Mr.  James  Henderson  of 
*'  Earshall  has  made  payment  and  satisiaction  to  me  of  a  certain 
**  sum  of  money,  for  my  granting  these  presents,  whereof  I  grant  the 
^'  receipt ;  therefore,  wit  ye  me  with  consent  foresaid,  to  have  boU^ 
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*^  &c. ;  likeas,  I  hereby  sell,  &c.  to  and  in  ^Your  of  the  said  Mr.       1791. 

**  James  Henderson,  his  heirs  and  assignees  wliatsoever,  all  and  haill   

"  the  foresaid  lands."    It  conveyed  also  the  debt  and  diligence.  hkndkbjiom 

Upon  these  titles  thos  acquired,  Mr.  Henderson  obtained  charter  henokrjcon. 
of  adjudication  and  resignation  of  the  lands  under  the  great  seal,  in 
these  terii{8, — ^^  Dilecto  nostro  Jacobo  Henderson  de  Earshall,  fratri 
*'  germano  demortui  Domini  Joannis  Henderson  de  Fordel  Baroneti, 
<<  ej usque  hseredibus  et  assignatis  quibuscunque/'  And  he  was 
ihfeft.  April  1739. 

He  then  executed  a  deed  in  the  form  of  a  strict  entail,  whereby 
he  bound  himself  to  resign  the  said  lands  in  favour  of  **  myself  and  June  1740. 
^'  Helen  Bruce,  my  spouse,  in  conjunct  fee  and  liferent,  and  the 
*'  heirs  of  my  body  in  fee ;  which  filling,  to  the  heirs  of  her  body  of 
^  any  future  marriage ;  which  failing,  to  Elizabeth  Bruce,  his  wife's 
*^  sister,  and  heirs  of  her  body  ;  which  failing,  to  Margaret  Bruce, 
^^  (also  her  sister)  and  the  heirs  of  her  body ;  which  failing,  to  her 
**  husband,  Captain  William  Henderson,  my  brother  germain,  and 
«<  the  heirs  of  his  body ;  whom  failing,  Sir  Robert  Henderson  of 
*^  Fordell,  Bart.,  and  the  heirs  of  his  body ;  which  failing,  any  other 
^  heirs  I  shall  hereafter  nominate  and  appoint  by  a  writing  under 
**  my  hand ;  and  failing  such  appointment,  to  my  own  nearest  heirs 
<<  and  assignees  whatsoever."  This  entail  provided,  that  when  the 
estate  came  to  the  Hendersons  of  Fordell  family,  that  the  estate  of 
Earshall  and  Fordell  should  be  held  by  separate  heirs,  and  in  that 
event  Earshall  should  devolve  on  the  next  heir.  It  also  contained 
tibie  usual  prohibition  against  selling  or  contracting  debt,  protected  by 
irritant  and  resolutive  clauses  ;  and  the  entail  was  recorded. 

Mr.  James  Henderson  died  in  1741;   and  thereupon  his  widow       1741. 
entered  into  the  possession  of  the  estate.    She  afterwards  married 
Walter  Wemyss  of  Lathacker. 

But  Helen  Bruce  having  died  in  1774,  Sir  Robert  Henderson,  the  1774. 
nephew  of  Mr.  James,  being  then  the  nearest  heir  under  the  above 
entail,  made  up  titles  to  the  estate,  as  heir  of  tailzie  and  provision  to 
his  uncle ;  and  upon  the  general  service  which  carried  to  him  the 
unexecuted  procuratory  in  the  deed  of  entail,  he  expede  a  charter 
from  the  crown,  and  entered  int»  possession  of  the  estate. 

The  said  Sir  Robert  Henderson  had  two  sons.  Sir  John  the  ap- 
pellant, and  Robert  the  respondent  In  terms  of  the  condition  of 
the  above  entail,  the  respondent  behoved  to  succeed  to  Earshall,  his 
elder  brother  taking  Fordell.  Bat  this  obligation  was  not  imple- 
mented, and  accordingly  Sir  John,  when  he  succeeded,  entered  into 
lK>th  estates  of  Earshall  and  Fordell. 

Action  was  then  brought  by  the  respondent  to  have  him  to  make 
up  titles,  and  to  denude  in  favour  of  the  respondent. 

The  appellant's  defence  was  twofold : — 1st,  That  Mr  James  Hen- 
derson had  no  power  to  make  an  entail  of  Earshall,  the  property  or 
right  of  fee  thereof  not  having  been  vested  in  his  person,  but  in  the 
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1791.        person  of  Helen  Brace,  his  spouse^  or  at  least  held  in  trust  for  he^ 
■    behoof;  2d,  That  supposing  James  Henderson's  right  were  nnex. 


HENDERSON  ceptionable,  still  there  was  no  obligation  upon  Sir  Robert  Hendenon, 
BEMD^BRSON.  ^'  ^P®"^  ^®  appellant,  as  representing  him^  to  giTO  up  the  estate  to 
the  respondent  in  the  event  which  has  happened ;  for  that  the  daoK 
in  the  entail,  obliging  the  heir  in  possession  of  the  estate  of  Eanball 
to  denude  in  favour  of  the  second  son,  was  only  applicaUe  to  die 
case  of  an  heir  holding  the  estate  of  Earshall  under  the  entail,  md 
'  who  should  afterwards  succeed  to  the  estate  of  Fordell,  whereas  Sir 
Robert  was  proprietor  of  the  estate  of  Fordell  long  before  he  nc- 
ceeded  to  the  estate  of  Earshall,  and  is  so  described  in  Mr.  Hender- 
son's entail. 

The  Lord  Ordinary  ordered  memorials,  and  reported  to  tiie 
Court.  Upon  the  report  of  Lord  Rockville,  the  Court  pronoonoed 
Jan.  21, 1790. this  interlocutor: — *'  The  Lords  repel  the  defences  stated  for  the 
"  defender,  and  decern  and  declare  in  terms  of  the  libel  with  respect 
"  to  the  pursuer's  right  to  the  lands  and  estate  libelled,  and  the  de- 
^'  fender*8  making  up  I^^l  titles  thereto,  and  denuding  thereof  in 
**  favour  of  the  pursuer,  in  terms  of  the  entail  libelled  on ;  and  iritfa 
"  respect  to  the  other  conclusions  of  the  libel,  remit  the  cause  to  liie 
^^  Lord  Ordinary  to  proceed  therein  as  to  his  Lordship  may  seen 
«  just.- 
June  1,  1790.     Upon  reclaiming  petition  this  judgment  was  adhered  to. 

Against  these  interlocutors  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
After  hearing  counsel,  it  was 

Ordered  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and  that  the  iaterlocaton 
therein  complained  of  be  affirmed. 

Note. — It  is  noticed  in  the  House  of  Lords  Journals,  that  noappel- 
]ant*8  case  was  printed. 

For  the  Respondent,  Sir  John  Scatty  BobeH  Blair,   TTm.  Tad. 

Note.— On  going  back  to  the  Court  of  Session,  Sir  John  having  re- 
fused  to  make  up  a  legal  title,  Mr.  Bruce  Henderson  was  Obliged  to  take 
decree  of  adjudication,  and  completed  title  thereon.  Thereafter  beiif 
advised,  that  as  he  had  taken  the  Earshall  estate,  not  as  an  heir  of  tailn 
nor  by  a  service  in  that  character,  but  as  a  disponee  under  the  injuoctlM 
of  Mr.  Henderson's  deed  ;  and  as  the  prohibitory  and  irritant  and  otUr 
clauses  in  that  deed  were  imposed  singly  upon  the  heirs  of  tailzie,  ii^ 
not  npon  a  disponee  taking  the  estate  under  the  clause  of  devolution,  thai 
he  was  entitled  to  hold  the  estate  in  fee-simple.  But  the  Court  soBUioel 
the  entail.— Ffrftf  Sess.  Papers,  12th  Nov.  1796. 
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Accession.— Fttf 6  Property  (3.) 
Act  1696,  c  B.^Vide  Heritable  Se- 
cnrity. 

2S  Geo.  III.  c.  18,  §  5,  Regard, 
ing  intimation  of  adjudications. — 
Vide  Adjudication  (4.) 

1707,  Commission  of  Teinds  to 
augment  Minister's  stipend. —  Vide 
<*  Augmentation  of  Stipend/'  and 
**  Jurisdiction." 

1681,  c.  10,  Regarding  widow's 
terce. —  Vide  Terce. 
■         1449,  Regarding  rights  of  sin- 
gular successors  in  reference  to  ex- 
isting leases. —  Vide  Lease. 
Absolute  and  Irredeemable  Right. — 

Vide  Adjudication  (3.) 
Adjudications.  —  Q.)  Circumstances 
in  which  it  was  beid,  where  the  term- 
ly  penalties  due  by  a  bond  were 
included  in  the  accumulated  sum  of 
an  adjudication  led  thereon,  that 
these  formed  a  pluris  petitio;  and 
the  adjudication  reduced  to  a  securi- 
ty for  payment  of  principal  and  in- 
terest in  the  bond.  —  Sir  James 
Nasmyth,  Bart^  v.  Samson,  <fec.,  4th 
April  1785,  p.  9. 

•  (2.)    An  heritable  bond  was 


granted,  upon  which  adjudication  was 
led  for  the  principal  and  large  ar- 
rears of  interest  due  thereon :  Cir* 
cnmstances  in  which  held  that  these 
arrears  were  moveable  estate,  and 
belonged  to  the  executors,  reversing 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session. 
Willock,  ^c,  V,  Ouchterlony,  30th 
March  1772,  App.  p.  659. 

—  (3.)    Question  Whether  tlie 


accruing  interest  in  an  adjudication 
belongs  to  the  heir  or  executor  ? — 
Jleld,  in  a  question  of  compensation, 
that  the  interest  accumulated  and 
accruing,  in  an  adjudication,  is  herit- 
able, and  belongs  to  the  heir,  and 
therefore  did  not  fall  under  the  hus- 
'band*s^'tM  monti.— -Sinclair  v.  Young, 
Ac,  2Uth  March  1787,  p.  64. 
(4)  A  creditor  had  adjudged, 


and,  upon  expiry  of  the  legal  of  the 
adjudication,  had  obtained  posses- 
sion of  the  lands,  which  possession 
continued  for  more  than  forty  years, 
but  no  charter  or  infeftment  had  fol- 
lowed on  the  adjudication;  and  upon 
this,  the  creditor  pleaded  a  prescrip- 
tive and  irredeemable  right.  Held, 
in  an  action  raised  by  a  co-ad- 
judging creditor,  that  the  first  ad- 
judging creditor  was  still  liable  to 
account,  and  that  prescriptive  pos- 
session on  an  adjudication,  of  which 
the  legal  was  declared  to  be  expired, 
did  not  give  an  absolute  right  of 
property  without  charter  and  infeft- 
ment.—Gillespie  and  Reid  o.  Hns- 
sey  or  Bogle,  and  Husband,  3d  May 
1793,  p.  305. 

Adjudications. — (5.)  If  intimation  be 
given  in  the  first  effectual  adjudica- 
tion, in  order  that  creditors  may  bo 
conjoined,  it  is  no  objection  to  any  pos- 
terior adjudication  (so  as  to  disappoint 
them  of  their  proper  place  in  a  rank- 
ing,) that  no  intimation,  in  terms  of 
the  statute,  was  given,  the  want  of 
such  intimation  not  being  a  nullity. 
— Du  Roveray  and  Others  (creditors 
of  Redcastle)  v,  Mackenzie  and 
Others,  Ist  June  1795,  p.  409. 

(6.)  Succession  to,  in  particu- 
lar circumstances. —  Vide  Heritable 
or  Moveable,  and  Approbate  and 
Reprobate. 

Alioquin  Suocbssurus. — Vide  Domi* 
cile,  No.  3. 

Ante-Nu  PTiAii  Contract. — Question 
argued  whether  the  parties  can  agree 
to  cancel  and  discharge  an  ante*nup- 
tial  contract  after  the  marriage. — 
Donald  v.  Kirkaldy  or  Donald,  8th 
April  1788,  p.  105. 

■  When  there  is  a  jtts  crediH  to 
the  children  by  such  deed. —  Vide 
Jus  Crediti  et  Provision 

Appeal. — (1.)  Competency  of. —  Vide 
Jurisdiction. 

(2.)  Held  an  appeal  to  the 
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House  of  Lords  incompetent,  both 
ill  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and 
also  under  the  standing  orders  of  the 
House  of  Loi*ds,  which  makes  appeals 
incompetent  after  the  lapse  of  five 
years. — Honourable  Archibald  Fra- 
zer  V.  His  Majesty's  Advocate,  and 
'  Simon  Frazer,  Esq.,  and  others,  23d 
November  1795,  p.  425. 

Apparent  Hbir. — Held,  although  a 
deceased  father  had  left  his  whole 
estate  to  trustees,  who  were  iufeft, 
that  his  heir  was  still  entitled  to  bo 
enrolled  as  possessing  a  good  free- 
hold qualification — the  trustee's  pos- 
session being  held  for  him. — Speirs 
V.  Sir  A.  Campbell,  5th  March  1791, 
p.  201. 

Apprentice. — An  apprentice  having 
bound  himself  to  one  Company,  and, 
on  its  dissolution,  his  services  having 
been  transferred  to  another  Compa- 
ny ;  Held  by  the  terms  of  his  agfee^ 
meut  he  was  bound  to  serve  the  new 
Company.  Young  v.  Brown  &  Co., 
7th  June  1785,  p.  42. 

Approbate  and  Reprobate. — Circum- 
stances in  which  a  party  having  taken 
benefit  under  his  father's  will  for 
many  years,  was  held  not  entitled 
to  reprobate  the  same. — Martin  and 
Attorney  v.  Martin,  &c.  17th  June 
1795,  p.  425. 

Assignation  to  a  coi-surety  paying  the 
debt. —  Vide  Heritable  Security  (1.) 

Assignees  in  Lease. — Vide  Lease. 

Augmentation  op  Stipend.  —  Held, 
that  the  Court  of  Session,  granting 
once  an  augmentation  to  a  minister 
of  the  pai'ish,  is  not  precluded,  as 
commissioners  of  teinds,  from  after- 
wards granting  a  second  augmenta- 
tion— this  being  within  the  jurisdic- 
tion and  powers  of  modification  con- 
ferred on  the  Court. — Minister  ol 
Tingwall  v.  Officers  of  State,  22d 
May  1789,  p.  140. 

Bank  Agent. — Circumstances  in  which 
the  agent  of  a  Bank,  having  entered 
into  a  transaction  for  the  behoof  of 
the  bank  without  special  instructions, 

did  not  bind  the  bank Moncrieff, 

&c.  t>.  Dunlop,  kc.y  17th  July  17^7, 
p.  595. 

Bankruptcy. —  Vide  Sale. 


Bankruptcy  op  Landlord.— Tenant'j 
rights  as  tenant  and  as  a  real  credi- 
tor of  the  landlord. —  Vide  Landlord 
and  Tenant — Retention  of  Rent- 
Heritable  Security. 

Bankruptcy.  —  Vide  *«  Sale  "  aod 
"  Delivery." 

Bill. — (Negotation)  Circumstaoees  ia 
which  it  was  held,  that  a  bill  gnuited 
in  room  of  a  former  bill,  and  ap* 
parently  in  security,  was  not  eiempt- 
ed  from  the  strict  rules  of  negotiatioo; 
and  this  having  been  neglected  bj 
the  holders  of  the  new  biO,  the 
acceptors  and  indorsers  of  the  origin- 
al bill  were  not  liable  in  pajmeot, 
notwithstanding  they  had,  by  a  letter 
under  their  hand,  agreed  to  remiii 
liable. — Reid,  King,  and  Co.,  aad 
Wilson  and  Co.  o.  Arch,  and  Job 
Coats,  2 1st  Feb.  1794,  p.  326. 

(2.)  Question,  Whether  from 

the  stipulation  of  "  bills  at  tbiw 
months"  in  a  contract  of  sale,  t]» 
seller  was  entitled  to  discoantalile 
bills,  or  bills  that  would  prodace 
ready  cash  in  the  market,  and  entitl- 
ed to  stop  the  deliveiy  of  hrfkr 
goods,  unleBS  this  was  granftel— 
Vide  Sale. 

(3.)  Terminus  a  quo  in  reckaa- 


ing  the  sexennial  prescriptioD.— 
Fide  Sexennial  Prescription. 

BoTToMBY  Bond. — An  hypothec  doa 
not  attach  for  repairs  executed  whik 
tlie  ship  is  in  a  homo  port. — Wood 
and  Co.,  <kc.  v.  Hamilton,  Hooter's 
trustee,  15th  June  1789,  p.  148. 

BuBGH  Election. — (1.)  Vide  Conpe- 
tency  of  Suit. 

(2.)   Held  by  the  Coort  rf 

Session,  that  non-resident  burgesses 
of  a  burgh,  were  not  eligible  to  be 
elected  councillors  or  magrstnUei « 
the  burgh,  but  reversed  in  ik 
House  of  Lords,^Johnstooe  tf^ 
Others,  magistrates  of  Anstrntbff 
Easter  v.  Alex.  Tenant  and  Wb. 
Gray,  Members  of  the  town  cooncfl 
of  said  burgh,  28th  April  17»5,  p. 
22 

(3.)  Held,  that  in  the  decuaa 


of  the  magiatratesof  a  buigh,thep» 
vest  and  the  other  councillors  ^ 
not  be  resident  burgesses,  or  iflh»k*- 
tants  of  the  burgh ;  but  that  ths 
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bailies  and  office  bearers  must  be 
chosen  from  amongst  the  burgesses 
resident.  Also  held  that  the  town- 
clerk  of  the  burgh  is  incapable  of 
liolding  said  office,  and  at  same  time 
of  hoi  ding  the  office  of  one  of  the 
magistrates  of  the  burgh.  —  Sir 
Hector  Munro,  provost,  and  other 
members  of  the  town-council  of 
Nairn  v.  Forbes  and  Others,  bur- 
gesses of  Nairn,  3d  May  1785,  p. 
23. 

(4.)  An  ordinary  meeting  of 


council  of  the  burgh  of  Dumbarton, 
taking  place  the  day  after  the  death 
of  one  of  their  number,  the  majority 
at  this  meeting,  without  any  previous 
notice,  proceeded  to  elect  a  new  coun- 
cillor in  the  room  of  the  one  deceased, 
though  objected  to  by  the  minority: 
Held  that  this  election  was  void,  and 
Uiat  14  days*  notice  must  be  given 
to  eveiy  councillor  previous  to  such 
election,  although  it  appeared  from 
the  records  of  tlie  burgh  that  it  had 
been  the  practice  for  nearly  a  cen- 
tury, to  proceed  to  the  election  with- 
out any  such  previous  notice. — Den- 
ny and  others,  Councillors  of  Dum- 
barton, V.  Marquis  of  Lome,  dz^c, 
Cth  Dec.  1796,  p.  616. 

Capture. — ^Held,  where  the  vessel  be- 
longed to  a  neutral,  bu^  was  bound 
for  Cadiz  with  a  cargo  of  hemp  to 
that  port,  at  the  time  Spain  was  at 
war  with  Great  Britain,  and  was 
captured  by  an .  English  privateer 
and  taken  into  Leith,  and  detained 
there  for  some  considerable  time 
without  proceeding  to  have  her  con- 
demned as  lawful  prize,  or  the  ship*s 
papers,  master,  and  crew  examined, 
that  tlie  capture  was  illegal,  and  the 
owner  of  the  privateer  liable  in  de- 
murrage and  damages  £rom  the  date 
of  the  capture  to  the  day  in  which 
the  vessel  was  freely  given  up,  and 
mai^e  fit  to  proceed  on  her  voyage. 
— Major  Micliael  Fallijeff,  and  Sir 
Wm.  Forbes,  his  attoniey,  v.  Hon. 
Mr.  Elphinstone  and  J.  Gardner,  14th 
Aug.  1784,  p.  35(5.  Fide  Demurrage. 

Cautioner. —  Vide    Relief.  —  Correi 
Debeudi. 


Carus  Amissioxib.— f^Je  Proving  the 
Tenor. 

Charter  and  Sasine. — A  charter  and 
sasinc  expcde  as  flowing  from  the 
crown,  contained  a  destination  by 
error  of  the  writer,  in  terms  different 
from  its  warrant.  Held  that  these 
deeds  were  to  be  interpreted  accord- 
ing to  their  warrant,  and  good  and 
valid. —  Drummond  v.  Drunmiotad, 
20th  April  1797,  p.:557. 

Clause  in  Bond.'--(1.)  Fufe Heritable 
Security. — Retention  of  Rent. 

{'2,)  oi  Dispensation  in  Charter. 

— An  objection  being  stated  to  a 
sasine,  that  the  dispensation  clause 
granted  by  the  crown,"  making  in- 
feftment  on  one  part  of  the  lands 
good  for  the  whole,  was  inept,  in  re- 
spect that  these  lands  were  held  of 
different  superiors.  This  objection 
repelled,  prescription  having  run  up- 
on the  title.  Affirmed  without  pre- 
judice to  any  ^challenge  appearing 
on  the  face  of  the  sasine,  13th  May 
1726,  of  the  glands  of  Kirkbryde, 
this  reservation  being  'made  with 
consent  of  the  respondent.  —  Mrs. 
Jane  Whitcf  jrd  v.  James  Whiteford, 
15th  March  1788,  p.  101. 

(3.)  of   Dispensation.^ — Vide 


Dispensation  Clause. 

(4.)  in  Entail Vide  "Heirs 


Male'*  and  •*  Entail." 

(5.)   FicZe  Entail. 

(6.)   in   Trust   Deed.—  Vide 


Substitution,  or  Conditional  Institu- 
tion ;  and  Succession. 

(7.)  of  Reservation  of  Mines, 


«fec. —  Vide  Superior  and  Vassal. 

(8.)     of    Reservation^— Fm?« 


Lease  of  Coal. 

(9.)  ExeraptionXlause  in^Sta- 

tute  — Pide  Statute. 

{\0.)]Vide  Executry. 


College  of  Justice. — ^Held  that  the 
Members  of  the  College  of  Justice 
were  not  liable  in  assessments  for 
support  of  the  poor  within  the  city 
of  Edinburgh. — Magistrates  of  Edin- 
burgh V.  College  of  Justice,  23d  Mar. 
17^0,  p  155.— But  Vide  8  and  9 
Vict.  c.  83,  wliich  ninkes  them  Habit?. 

Collation.— Tic/c  Domicile  ct  Execu- 
try. 
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Common  Agent.  —  Circumstances  in 
i!vhich  a  petition  and  complaint  against 
a  common  agent  for  his  removal 
from  that  office  was  not  sustained ; 
and  that  the  judicial  sale  ordered  by 
the  Court  was  not  irregular,  though 
it  was  alleged  that  the  ranking  and 
sale  was  .at  an  end,  and  no  process 
calling  for  the  interference  of  the 
Court  at  that  time  in  dependence. — 
York  Buildiiigs  Company  v.  Brem- 
ner,  &c.  19th  June  1797,  p.  586. 

in  Ranking  and  Boles'—Vide 

Ranking  and  Sale. 

Compensation. —  Vide  Retention. 

Competency  of  Appeal. — Vide  Ap- 
peal. 

op  Suspension. — Vide  Sus- 
pension, 

Condition  contra  Libertatem  Matri- 
monii.— A  lady  having  formed  an 
attachment  to  a  person  whom  she 
was  on  the  eve  of  marrying,  her  fa- 
ther, the  testator,  executed  a  codicil 
to  his  will,  whereby  he  declared, 
that  if  she  were  so  married  to  that 
person  she  should  not  be  entitled  to 
any  share  of  the  residue  of  his  estate. 
They  were  married  :  Held,  by  the 
Court  of  Session,  that  this  was  a  con- 
dilion  contra  libertatem  matrimonii^ 
and  not  to  be  regarded.  Reversed 
in  the  House  of  Lords,  on  the  ground 
that  the  deceased's  will  fell  to  be 
construed  according  to  the  law  of 
England,  and  that  the  condition  in  the 
codicil  was  not  unlawful,  but  to  be  con- 
sidered as  a  revocation  of  his  former 
bequest  to  his  daughter. — Omman- 
uey,  <&c.  o.  Douglas  or  Bingham,  dz;c. 
15th  March  1796,  p.  U8.—Vide 
Domicile. 

Vide  Entail.  No.  4. 

Construction  of  Statutes. —  Vide 

Statutes. 

Concealment. —  Vide  Insurance. 

Contract. — ^Non-Fulfilment.  A  written 
contract  for  building  a  circus,  to  be 
finished  and  ready  for  opening  on 
the  ]  1th  Nov.  1792,  under  a  penalty 
of  £500»  was  entered  into  :  Held  it 
not  a  breach  of  this  contract  entit- 
ling the  party  to  damages,  that  the 
circus  was  not  finished  for  five  or  six 
weeks  later  than  the  time  stipulated. 


— Jones  V.  Lindsay  &  Co.,  17th  Mft? 
1797,  p.  563. 
Copartnery. — An  agreement  disaolTed 
a  company,  and  transferred  the  re- 
tiring partnei^s  interest  in  stock,  kc. 
of  the  concern  to  the  renuumngput- 
ners,  but  provided  that  he  was  sdll 
to  have  a  share  of  the  profits  of  tba 
concern.  In  a  question  with  credi- 
tors :  Held,  that  a  person  so  reeling 
was  still  a  partner  of  the  firm,  and 
liable  as  such. — Boulton  and  Others 
0.  Mansfieldy  RamBay,  &  COi^ldyi 
April  1787. 

Dissolution  of.— FwfoTSde  to 

Sue. 

CoB&Ei  Debendi. —  Vide  Relief  amoBg 
Cautioners. 

Cruive  Dykes.  —  Circumstances  in 
which  a  party  was  held  to  have  a 
cruive  fishing  in  a  river,  and  entitled 
to  erect  cruive  dykes,  but  so  as  not 
to  obstruct  the  floating  of  timber 
down  to  the  sea. — Duke  of  Gonkm 
9.  Gi*ant,  22d  March  177^  (App.) 
p.  679. 

Custom  op  Burgh. — FideBuTf^ 

Damages.— ^Circumstances  in  whid  a 
party  who  had  filed  an  indictment  of 
perjury  in  England  against  a  party 
in  Scotland,  and  afterwards  obtained 
sentence  of  outlawry  against  him,  vas 
held  liable  in  damages,  with  £7^ 
of  expenses,  and  £200  of  costs  of 
appe(d  for  illegal  and  oppressive  pn>- 
ceedings.  —  Lidderdale  o.  DoWe, 
10th  March  1797,  p.  555. 

IN  Working  Coal.— r»ieSa- 

perior  and  Vassal. 

for  Dismissal    from  See- 


TIDE. —  Vide  Master  and  AssistaDt 

FOR  NoN-FULFILMENT.— F^ 


Sale. 


Vide  Demurrage. 
— -  FOR  Scandal. —  Vide  Husband 
and  Wife. 

Vide  Wrongous  ImprisamieBt 


Deatiibbd. — In  a  reduction  of  deeds 
executed  on  deathbed,  by  a  per- 
son who  lived  fifty-nine  days  and 
two  or  throe  hours  thereafter.  Heidi 
that  the  rule  dies  incepttu  pro  covi- 
pleto  hahetury  did  not  apply  to  soe& 
case,  and  that  by  the  statute  169^ 
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the  sixty  ddys,  consisting  of  twenty- 
four  hours  each,  belioTcd  to  be  com- 
plete, in  order  to  cut  off  the- objec- 
tion of  deatlibed.-^Mercer  v.  Sir 
John  Ogilvy,  Bart,  and  Others,  1st 
March  1796,  p.  434.^  Vide  Nomi- 
nation  of  Heir. 
Decree  op  Sale. — Held,  that  a  decree 
of  sale  gave  a  good  title  to  the  pur- 
chaser obtained  in  a  sale  brought 
by  creditors  who  had  led  adjudica- 
tions against  the  estate  wliich  was 
entailed,  but  the  entail  had  loin 
dormant  for  forty  years,  and  was 
prescribed. — Black  &,  Grant  v,  Gor- 
don, &c.  5th  Feb.  1794,  p.  317-  See 
Entail. 
■  '  iJf  FoRo. —  Vide  Suspension. 

Defahatiox — Vide  Veritas  Oonvicii. 
Delicts  of  Wipe. — Vide  Husband  and 

Wife. 
DELirBRY  OP   Deed.  —  Vide    Trust- 
Deed. 

OP  Goods  o!^  Eve  op  Bakk- 

RUPTCT. —  Vide  Sale. 
Del  Credere  Commission. — Held,  that . 
such  a  guarantee  not  only  covers  the 
sales  of  goods  effected,  but  also 
Warrants  the  remittances  made  as 
the  proceeds  of  those  sales. — Mac- 
kenzie and  Lindsay  v,  Scott,  19th 
Dec.  1796,  p.  525. 
Demurrage. — Held,  where  the  cap- 
ture of  a  vessel  by  a  privateer  was 
illegal,  that  the  owner  was  liable 
in  demurrage  and  damages  from 
the  date  of  the  capture  to  the  day 
on  which  the  vessel  was  freely 
given  up.  And  that  demurrage  was 
due  at  the  rate  of  lOs.  per  ton  per 
month  of  the  vessePs  tonnage  :  Also, 
that  a  premium  of  insurance  fur 
£53379  the  sum  for  which  the  cargo 
on  board  was  insured,  as  well  as  da- 
mage for  the  ship's  repairs  sustained 
since  capture,  and  damage  sustained 
after  she  set  out,  by  running  on  the 
coast  of  Ireland,  &c.  were  due. — 
Major  Fallijeff  and  Sir  William  For- 
bes, his  Attorney  tj.  Hon.  Mr.  El- 
phinstone,  ^c,  12th  March  1794, 
p.  356. 
■  (2.)  —  A    claim    was    made 

by  the  owner  of  a  vessel  against 
the  freighters,  for  domuirage  on  ac- 
count of  the  detention  of  the  ves- 


sel beyond  the  time  stipulated.  Held* 
that  the  claim  of  demurrage  ceases 
on  the  day  of  her  sailing  from  her 
loading  port ;  and  though  the  vessel 
was  obliged  to  put  back  after  being 
two  days  at  sea,  and  finally  frozen 
in  for  the  winter,  that  this  was  a 
ecLSus  fortuitus  falling  on  the  own- 
ers, and  not  ou  the  freighters  of  the 
vessel,  and  for  which  the  latter 
could  not  be  held  liable,  reversing 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Session. 
— Jamieson  ^^Co.  v.  Laurie,  10th 
Nov.  1796,  p.  493. 

Deviation  from  Rule  of  CROFFiirG. — 
Vide  Lease. 
■         Vide  Insurance. 

Disability  of  Common  Agb^  to  Pur- 
chase.^- Vide  Judicial  Sale. 

DiscHAitOB  OF  LioiTiM. —  Vide  Ligitim. 

Dispensation    Clause. — (1.)      Vide 
Clause. 

.  (2.)  Clause.    Held,  that  the 

terms  of  a  dispensation  clause  in  a 
charter  were  sufficient  to  authorise 
infeftmcnt  at  the  place  mentioned  in 
the  charter  for  any  part  of  the  lands, 
as  well  as  for  the  whole. — Morehead 
V.  Edmonstone,  28th  Feb.  1791,  p. 
199. 

Divorce. —  Vide  Proof. 

Vide  Proof. 

Domicile  (1.)  An  officer  in  the  East 
India  Company's  service  made  seve- 
ral remittances  home,  with  a  view  of 
returning  to  his  native  country, 
Scotland.  Further  remittances  were 
on  their  way  home«  to  the  extent  of 
£5708,  when  he  died  in  India.  He 
left  other  estates  in  India  worth 
£2193,  and,  together  with  other  re- 
mittances to  London,  his  whole  per- 
sonal estate  amounted  to  £9000, 
Held  in  the  Court  of  Session,  and 
affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  that 
India  was  his  domicile  at  the  time  of 
his  dealh  ;  and  that,  according  to  the 
law  of  England,  his  personal  estate 
fell  to  be  distributed. — Bruce  v. 
Bruce,  16th  April  1790,  p.  163. 

(2.)  A  Scotsman  by  birth,  left 

his  country  early  in  life,  and  settled 
in  London,  and  married  an  English 
lady  there.  He  acquired  a  large 
fortune,  and  purchnscd  the  estate 
of  Newliston  in  Scotland,  to  which 
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he  sometime  thereafter  retired  and 
died  there.  Held,  that  tlie  per- 
gonal succ^ion  of  the  deceased  fell 
to  bo  regulated  by  the  lex  domicilii 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  which  was 
tScotlaDd,  and  included  both  tlie  Eng- 
lish funds,  as  well  as  those  in  Scot- 
land.— Hog  V'  Lashlej  and  Husband, 
20th  April  and  7th  May  1792,  p. 
247. 

Domicile  (3.)  A  party  by  birth  9 
Scotsman,  having  a  family  estate 
in  Scotland,  and  nossessing  a  lu- 
crative government-,  appointment 
there,  had,  for  eleven  years  be- 
fore his  death,  lived  in  London, 
anl  died  there  intestate,  possessing 
£60,000  of  personal  estate  in  Eng- 
hind,  and  a  small  personal  estate  in 
Scotland.  Held,  that  his  niece,  who 
succeeded  to  his  heritable  estate  in 
Scotland  by  special  deed,  not  of  him, 
but  of  her  grandfather,  was  also 
entitled  to  claim  her  distributive 
share  of  the  deceased's  whole  per- 
sonal estate,  without  collating  the 
heritable  estate  to  which  she  had 
succeeded,  insomuch  as  she  claimed 

'  the  said  share  of  the  personal  estate 
by  the  law  of  England,  where  the 
deceased  had  his  domicile  at  his 
death. — Hay  Balfour,  <kc.  v,  Hen- 
rietta Scott,  <fcc.  10th  Aprili  1793, 
p.  300. 

(4.)    A   Scotsman   by  birth, 

residing  in  England,  executed  a  will 
in  the  English  form,  leaving  the 
residue  of  his  estate  to  his  younger 
children  equally  among  them,  ^he 
testator  had  left  Scotland  at  twelve 
years  of  ago,  and  entered  the  navy. 
He  was  all  his  life  in  various  ser- 
vices, and  latterly  in  the  British 
navy.  Ho  had  a  house  at  Gosport, 
where  he  most  commonly  resided  when 
at  home.  He  owned  two  houses  in 
Edinburgh,  and  sometimes  visited 
Scotland.  The  visit,  immediately 
before  his  last,  he  staid  ten  months 
witli  his  sister  at  Olive  Bank.  Hav- 
ing thereafter  received  the  command 
of  the  fleet  at  Halifax,  before  leaving, 
he  took  a  hurried  visit  to  his  sister 
and  cliildren  in  Scotland,  where,  two 
days  after  liis  arrival,  he  died  of  apo- 
plexy.    Held,   reversing    the    judg- 


ment of  the  Court  of  Session,  thit 
England  was  the  domicile  of  the 
deceased,  by  the  law  of  which  miut 
the  rights  of  parties  under  his  will 
be  regulated. — Ommanney,  k.c,  v, 
Douglas  or  Bingham  and  HuBbaod. 
]5th  March  1796,  p.  48. 

Election  within  Bubgh. — Vide  Suit 

(2.)—  Vide  BiiTgh  (2.) 

(3.)_  Vide  Burgh  (3.) 

(A.y^Vide  Voting— Freehold 

Qualification. 

(5.)  Held,  where  objecUoDis 


stated  to  the  title  to  be  enrolled, 
and  to  vote  for  a  member  of  Pailit- 
mont,  tho  complaint  must  be  fol- 
lowed up  within  four  months,  i& 
terms  of  the  act  16th  Geo.  II.  c.  ii. 
—Elliot  V.  Pringle,  6th  March  1792, 
p.  237. 

Entail.  (1."^ — A  party  made  an  en- 
tail, reserving  power  to  alter.  He 
afterwards  altered,  and  made  a  new 
entail,  differing  in  deatination  from 
the  first,  with  a  clause  merely  refer- 
ring  to,  but  not  inserting  the  pro))i- 
bitory,  irritant,  and  resolutive  claasei 
in  the  first  entail.  Held,  that  this 
entail  was  insufficient  to  protect 
against  creditors. — Patterson,  &c.  v» 
Broomfield,  19th  May  17«6,  p.  50. 

(2.)  —  Held,    in   a    question 

brought  by  the  purchaser  of  (he 
estate  in  the  above  entail  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  title,  upon  the  supposi- 
tion that  though  declared  bad  against 
creditors,  it  might  be  a  good  entail 
against  the  sale  of  the  estate.  Held, 
the  entail  ineffectual  to  prevent  a  sale 
of  the  estate. — Cuthbert,  &c,  «. 
Pattersons,  23d  April  1787,  p.  7^. 
(3.) — Vide    SuccesaoQ  and 


•'  Heirs  Male." 

(4.)^A  lady  made  an  entail  of 


her  estate  in  favour  of  a  certain 
series  of  heirs,  under  this  conditkn, 
that  her  sister,  Elizabeth,  ^  shall  ex- 
*<  ecute  a  tailzie  of  her  half  of  the 
''  estate,  according  to  the  same  older 
*^  of  succession.*'  She  executed  an 
entail,  but  not  exactly  to  the  same 
series  of  heirs,  although  favouringthe 
party  intended.  Held,  in  the  Court 
of  {Session,  that  the  condition  was 
virtually  complied  wiib.    Uevcrscd 
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?n  the  House  of  Lords. — Rocheid  w- 
Sir  David  Kinloch,  22d  March  1790, 
p.  152. 
Entail  (5.) — Circumstances  in  which 
held  that  an  entail  having  lain  dor- 
mant for  more  than  forty  years,  was 
prescrihed. — Black  and  Grant  o. 
Gordon  and  Others,  5th  Feb.  1794, 

p.  317. 

(6.) — Circumstances  in  which, 

by  the  terms  of  a  destination  in  an 
entail,  with  certain  powers  reserved, 
that  the  entailer  still  held  the  fee- 
simple  of  the  estate,  and  on  his 
attainder  was  forfeited  to  the  Crown, 
— ^Hon.  Archibald  Frazer  v.  Simon 
Frazer,  Esq.  and  Others,  and  his 
Majesty's  Advocate,  23d  November 
1795,  p.  425. 

(7«) — Vide  Prescription,  4,  5, 


et  6. 


—  (8.) — An    entail  was   made. 


and  charter  and  infeftment  passed  * 
thereon,  some  years  before  the  act 
1685,  regarding  the  recording  of 
entails.  Held,  that  in  order  to  pro- 
tect against  creditors,  such  an  en- 
tail must  be  recorded. — Earl  of  Rose- 
berry  V,  The  Creditors  of  Hugh 
Lord  Viscount  Primrose,  3 J  April 
17t)7,  App.  p.  6ol. 

(9.)—  An  entail  was  executed 


of  an  estate,  with  proliibitory,  irritant 
and  resolutive  clauses,  directed 
against  the  contraction  of  debt,  or 
burdening  the  estate,  or  selling  or 
alienating  the  same.  A  subsequent 
heir  of  entail  having  contracted  debt, 
a  succeeding  heir  of  entail  applied 
to  the  Court  for  liberty  to  sell  part 
of  the  estate  for  payment  thereof. 
Held,  that  by  tlie  conception  of  the 
entail,  the  pursuer  could  not  sell  for 
payment  of  debtp.  Affirmed  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  on  the  special  ground 
that  the  debts  were  contracted  since 
the  death  of  the  entailer  contrary  to 
his  intention,  w^ithout  prejudice  to 
the  question  if  the  debts  had  been 
contracted  by  the  maker  of  the  en- 
tail J- — Earl  of  Roseberry  r.  Fowlisand 
Othei-8,  creditors  on  the  Primrose 
Estate,  4th  May  1770,  (App.)  p.  65^, 
(10.) — In    an     entail,    there 


into  the  family  of  Fordell  by  suc- 
cession, the  heir  of  Fordell  was 
not  to  hold  both  estates,  but  that 
Earshall  was  to  go  to  the  next  heir. 
Held  this  condition  good,  and  that 
the  heir  of  Fordell  was  bound  to 
denude. — Henderson  tj.  Bruce  Hen- 
derson, 11th  May  1791,  April  p.  686. 

Eyidencb. —  Vide  Proof. 

ExBCUTRY.  (1.)  Held,  where  a  party 
succeeded  to  the  heritable  estate  of 
the  deceased  in  Scotland  by  special 
deed,  not  of  the  deceased,  but  of  her 
grandfather,  that  she  was  entitled 
also  to  her  distributive  share  of  the 
deceased's  personal  estates  in  Eng- 
land without  collating,  because,  by 
the  laws  of  England,  where  the  de- 
ceased was  domiciled  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  she  was  entitled  to  such 
distributive  share.  —  Hay  Balfour, 
<Sz;c.  V,  Henrietta  Scott,  <bc.,  10th 
April  1793,  p.  300. 

(2.)  —  Vide  Taciturnity. 

'  (3.)  A  clause,  in  a  postnuptial 

contract  conveyed  all  the  moveable 
goodsy  geoTy  and  effects,  belonging  to 
the  party  at  death.  Held,  the  clause 
not  to  carry  debts  and  sums  of  money, 
bank  notes,  4&c.«  but  only  the  ipsa 
corpora  of  moveables. — Earl  of  Fife 
v.  Mackenzie,  kc*  6th  March  17^79 
p.  659. 

(4.)—  Tide  Rents. 


was    this    coutlitiou   inserted,    that 
wheu  the  estate   of  Earshall  came 


Execution  op  Deeds  by  Notaries. — 
Vide  Solemnities. 

(2.)  Circumstances  in  which  a 

deed  executed  on  deathbed  in  London, 
only  by  one  notary,  because  a  second 
notary  could  not  be  found,  and  which 
conveyed  heritable  estates  in  Scot- 
land, was  held  ineffectual. — Douglas 
V.  Earl  of  Morton,  20  th  Jan.  1773, 
App.  p.  671  • 

Expiry  of  the  Legal. —  Vide  Adjudi- 
cation (3.) 

Error  in  Scbstantialibus  of  Lease. 
(1.) — Vide  Lease. 

_  (2.)     In  a  condition  inserted 

in  a  will  by  a  father  against  his 
daughter  marrying  a  certain  per- 
son named,  he  was  described  as  being 
the  son  of  John  Moody  Bingham  in 
place  of  Isiiac  Moody  Bingham. 
Held,  tliat  this  did  nut  invalidate 
the  condition. — Ommanuey,   &c.  v. 
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Douglas  or  Bingliam,  15th  March 
]  796,  p.  448. 
Erkor  in  Sdbstantialibus  of  Lease. 
(3.)  In  a  judicial  sale^  the  teinds 
were  represented  in  the  memo- 
rial and  abstract,  and  in  the  ad- 
vertisements of  the  sale  of  the  estate, 
to  he  valued,  and  to  be  exhausted, 
and  subject  to  no  further  burden  from 
stipend*  After  the  purchase  was 
completed,  an  informality  was  dis- 
covered in  the  8ubvaluations»  which 
deprived  the  lands  of  the  exemption 
of  such  burdens  :  And,  iu  action 
raised  by  the  purchaser  for  a  pro- 
portional abatement  of  the  price  : 
Held,  the  purchaser  not  entitled  to 
abatement,  as  there  were  no  mala 
Jides  on  the  part  of  the  seller. — 
Ferguson  v.  Mossman  and  Anderson, 
17th  Feb.  1797,  p.  531, 

(4.)    As  to   the  nature  of  a 

debt. — Vide  Heritable  or  Moveable, 
(2.) 

FACTOR. — ^Held,  where  a  foreign  mer* 
chant  was  commissioned  to  purchase 
flax  for  a  merchant  in  Dundee,  the 
former  was  not  liable  for  the  loss  of 
the  flax  by  Are  which  he  had  pur- 
chased, though  he  had  not  intimated 
the  purchase  to  his  employer  ;  the 
flax  being  only  part  of  the  quantity 
ordered,  and  was  put  into  a  store 
waiting  the  arrival  of  a  vessel  to  tako 
it  to  Dundee. — Sturrock  and  Stew- 
art v>  Wm.  Porter,  <k;c.,  27th  March 
1786.  p.  45. 

Feb  or  Liferent.  (1.)  Circumstances 
in  which,  though  an  estate  belonged 
originally  to  the  wife,  and  was  con- 
veyed to  her  and  the  husband  in  con- 
junct fee  and  liferent,  failing  whom 
to  the  wife's  hr irp,  and  failing  tliem 
to  the  heirs  and  assignees  whatso- 
ever of  the  husband,  that  the  fee  was 
in  the  latter,  and  that  he  was  entit- 
led to  make  an  entail  with  the  con- 
dition therein  specified. — (  Vide  En- 
tail, (10.)  Henderson  v,  Henderson, 
11th  May  1791,  App.  p.  686. 

(2.)  Circumstances  in  which,  by 

the  terms  of  a  destination  in  an  en- 
tail, with  certain  powers  reserved, 
that  the  entailer  still  held  the  fee 
simple  of  the  estate,  and,  on  his  at- 


tainder, was  forfeited  to  the  crown. 
Frazer  v,  Frazer  and  His  Majesty's 
Advocate,  23d  Nov.  1795,  p.  425. 

Feu-Duties. — Vide  Superior  and  Vw- 
sal. 

FiAB. — A  father  conveyed  his  estates 
to  his  heir  male,  whom  failing,  to 
his  eldest  daughter.  The  heir  mile, 
after  the  death  of  the  father,  s«e- 
ceedcd,  but  died  without  issue, 
haviog,  previous  to  his  death,  con- 
veyed the  estates  to  a  remote  rela- 
tion :  Held,  that  being  flar,  he  was 
entitled  to  convey  the  estates.— 
Whiteford  V.  Whiteford.  15th  Mardi 
1788,  p.  101. 

Fictitious  Votes. —  ViJe  VoUi^, 
Qualification. 

Fishing. —  Vide  Cmivc  Dykes. 

Forge  and  Feah. —  Vide  Lease  (9.) 

Foreign. — Vide  Domicile. 

■  (2.)  Circumstances  in  which 

■  held,  that  certain  bonds  due  to  cre- 
ditors in  England,  bj  an  Englifih 
company,  which  were  ranked  on  an 
estate  in  Scotland  belonging  to  that 
company,  had  incurred  the  negatire 
prescription  of  40  years.  Reversed 
in  House  of  Lords,  Delvalle  v.  York 
Buildings  Co.  12th  March  1788,  p. 
98. 

(3.)  Administrators.  —  Held 


in  the  special  circumstances  of  this 
case,  that  English  administrators  re- 
siding in  England,  acting  under  an 
English  will,  proved  in  the  preroga- 
tive court  of  Canterbury,  in  reference 
to  an  estate  in  Grenada,  were  not 
liable  to  be  called  to  account  in  tbe 
supreme  court  of  Scotland. — ^Fergu- 
son <Scc.  V.  Douglas,  Heron  k  C(s 
11th  Nov.  1796,  p.  503. 

Forum. —  Vide  Foreign,  No.  2. 

Fraud,  Presumptive  and   Positive. — 
Vide  Sale. — Bankruptcy. 

Fraudbm  Creditobum- — Vide  Trust 
Deed. 

Fraud. — Vide  Lease  (9.) 

Fraud   and  Circumventioit.  —  Fib 
Reduction  of  Will. 

Fraud  and  Incapacity, —  Vide  Redac- 
tion of  Deeds. 

Freehold     Qualification.  —  Vide 
Qualification. 

FuGJE  Warrant. —  Vide  Wrongoas 
Imprisonment. 
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Game. — ^Held  tliat  tliero  was  no  law 
which  entitled  a  person  to  enter  the 
uninclosed  grounds  of  another  pro- 
prietor to  shoot  game,  although  the 
game  itself    was   res  nullius,  and 
common  to  all ;  as  this  did  not  pre- 
vent the  owner  of  the  ground  from 
debarring  all  and  sundry  from  enter- 
ing his  grounds,  to  the  prejudice  of  his 
exclusive  right  of  property.— Living- 
stone V.  Earl  of  Breadalbane,  13tli 
AprU  1791,  p.  221. 
Gestio  pro  HiEBBDE. — A  father  had 
conveyed  his  whole  estate,  heritable 
and  moveable^  to  his  Mrd  son,  who, 
in  recovering,    found   an  heritable 
debt  of  £60,  which  was  not  special- 
ly embraced  in  the  conveyance.     To 
remove  objections  to  his  title  to  re- 
ceive and  discharge  the  debt,  the 
father's  eldest  son,  and  heir  at  law^ 
consented  to  sign  the  discharge  along 
with  his  brother.    Held  that  this 
subjected  him  in  the  passive  title  of 
gestio   pro  hcerede.      But    in    the 
House  of  Lords  cose  remitted  bock 
for  consideration,    and    to    adduce 
proof  that,  at  the  date  of  the  dis- 
charge, his  brother  was  in  right  to 
receive  the  debt  of  £60* — Clerk,  t?. 
Gordon,  9th  March  J  787,  p.  61. 
Gift. — A  party  had  made  his  will  in 
India,   appointing  e.^ccutors  in  this 
country  to  execute  the  same  after 
his  decease.     Previous  to  his  death 
he  had  expressed  a  desire  to  remit 
a  certain  sura,  £1000,  to  his  father, 
by  a  friend  who  was  intending  soon 
to  return  to  this  country,  and  whom 
he  wished  to  take  home  the  money 
to  his  father.     His  friend  ultimately 
got  the  sum  to  take  home  for  that 
^purpose,  but  accounts  of  the  donor^s 
death  reached  England  before  de- 
livery of  the  money.      In  tliis  case 
the  executors  under  the  will  claimed 
the  sum.  Held  that  the  father  was 
entitled  to  the  money,  the  gift  being 
absolutely  completed  during  the  life 
of  the  donor. — Bruce,  <fec.  v.  Stewart, 
3d  March  1790,  p.  ]50. 
Goods  ix  Communion. — Vide  Legitim. 
GcARANTEE. — Held  that  a  Del  Credere 
commission  not  onlv  covers  the  sales 
of  goods  etfected,  but  also  warrants 
the  remittances  made   as  the  pro- 


ceeds of  those  sales. — Mackenzie  «k 
Lindsay  t?.  IScott,  I9ih  Doc.  1796.  p. 
525. 

Heir  Apparent. — ^His  right. — Vide 
Apparent  Heir. 

Heritable  or  Moveable. —  (I.)  In  a 
question  whether  the  accruing  in- 
terest in  an  adjudication  belongs  to 
the  heir  or  executor  ;  Held  that  the 
interest  accumulated,  and  accruing, 
in  an  adjudication,  is  heritable,  and 
belongs  to  the  heir,  and  did  not  fall 
under  the  husband's  jm  mariiU — 
Sinclair  v.  Young,  &c.,  20th  March 
1787,  p.  6i.— Vide  infra. 

(2.)  A  party  domiciled  in 

England,  executed  a  will  in  the 
English  form,  leaving  only  a  life- 
rent of  part  of  his  estate  to  his 
heir  at  law,  his  eldest  son,  remain- 
der to  other  heirs.  The  residue  of 
his  real  estate  ^^  not  by  him  otlier- 
wise  disposed  cf!^  he  bequeathed  to 
his  three  younger  sons,  equally  be- 
tween them.  No  special  mention 
was  made  of  three  several  bonds, 
upon  which  adjudication  had  been 
led  ;  and^  on  the  supposition  that 
they  were  moveable,  the  eldest  son 
concurred  in  granting  a  discharge. 
But,  sixteen  years  afterwards,  he 
raised  a  reduction  of  the  discharge, 
and  claimed  the  bond  debts  as  heri- 
table estate,  which  an  English  will 
could  not  carry.  Held  that  as  he 
had  taken  benefit  under  his  father's 
will  so  long,  he  could  not  approbate 
and  reprobate  the  same. — Martin  v. 
Mai-tin,  &c.,  1 7th  June  1795,  p.  42] . 
(3.)  Vide  Legitim,  Govern- 


rocnt^  and  Foreign  Funds. 

(4.)  An  heritable  bond  was 


granted,  and  adjudication  led  there- 
on for  principal  and  arrears  of  in- 
terest. Circumstances  in  which  it 
was  held  that  the  large  arrears  of 
interest  thus  constituted  did  not  go 
to  the  heir,  but  to  the  executors,  re- 
versing the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Session. — Willock,  <kc.  t>.  Ouchter- 
lony,   .30th  March  1772,   App.  p. 

65y. 

IIehitablb  Secukitt. —  (1.)  A  credi- 
tor lield  an  heritable  security  for 
repayment  of  his  advances,  to  the 
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extent  of  £12,000.  He  also  held 
iin  adjudication  debt  against  the 
same  debtors  for  a  bank  debt  paid 
by  him  for  them,  which  was  not  in- 
cluded in  the  heritable  bond.  On 
the  bankruptcy  of  the  debtors,  and 
ranking  and  sale  of  their  estate ; 
Hold,  that  he  was  entitled  to  impute 
indefinite  payments  made  to  him  to 
his  least  secured  debt,  so  as  to  make 
the  heritable  bond  cover  the  whole 
debts  due  to  him  within  the  amount 
of  that  security  ;  and,  therefore, 
that  he  was  preferable  both  for  the 
balance  due  on  the  bond  debt,  as 
well  as  for  the  adjudication  debt. 
In  this  last  debt  another  party  was 
bound  as  co-surety  ;  Held^  on  pay- 
ment, he  was  not  bound  to  grant  the 
creditors  an  assignation  to  his  claim. 
— Bank  of  England  v.  Pulteney, 
14th  Dec.  1787,  p.  92. 

IIbritablb  Security  (2.)  Held  that 
an  heritable  security  granted  for  fu- 
ture advances,  was  of  no  force  for  sums 
advanced  subsequent  to  the  date  of 
the  infeftment. — ^Newnham,  Everett 
and  Co.  v.  Stewart,  25th  Mar.  1791, 
p.  345. 

(3.)  The  security  for  a  cash 

credit  consisted  of  an  assignation 
and  conveyance  to  a  former  herita- 
ble security  for  the  sum  of  £12,000, 
but  the  estate  vested  by  that  secu- 
rity was  assigned  and  conveyed 
over,  without  any  mention  in  the 
deed  of  the  sum  (or  cash  credit),  in 
security  of  which  it  was  conveyed. 
Held  that  the  security  was  of  no 
force  or  effect  for  the  advances  made 
before  the  date  of  the  infeftment,  in 
consequence  of  its  being  a  security 
for  an   indefinite   amount. — Newii- 

§ 

ham,  Everett  ii  Co.  v.  Stewart,  lOtb 
March  1794,  p.  347. 

Debt. — Vide  Landlord  and 


Tenant — Retention'  of  Rent. 
Held  that  the  debts  affect- 


ancestor,  were  together  conveyed  in 
security  of  debt  by  heritable  bonds. 
Part  of  the  estate  descended  after 
his  decease  to  the  heir  of  line,  and 
another  to  the  heir  male  ;  Held,  re- 
versing the  judgment  of  the  Cooit 
of  Session,  that  the  heir  male  bts 
not  relief  against  the  heir  of  line,  io 
BO  far  as  the  bonds  are  chai^  on 
his  estate. — Rose  v.  Rose,  &c^  2d 
April  1787.  p.  66. 

Hrirs  primarily  Liable.  (2.)  Held, 

'  in  a  question  of  relief  between  an 
heir  of  entail  and  an  heir  of  line, 
that  the  heir  in  possession  is  boand 
to  keep  down  the  interest  of  the 
debts  due  on  the  estate  during  bis 
possession  ;  but  for  a  jointore  paid 
by  him  to  the  deceased^s  widow, 
which  was  not  repaid  to  him  from  any 
of  the  sui'plus  rents  remaining  after 
deducting  the  said  interest,  he  was 
entitled  to  relief  against  the  heirs  of 
line  succeeding  to  bis  unentailed 
estates.  Remitted  for  consideration. 
— Sinclairs,  &c.  o.  Threipland,  ite. 
27th  March  1789,  p.  113. 

(3.)  Heirs  Whatsoever,  bow 

interpreted. — Vide  supra  (1.) 

(4.)  Heirs  Male.— Fife  (1.) 

(5.)  Nomination  of ;  Held  a 


deed  not  to  contain  any  appointmeot 
or  nomination  of  an  heir  sufficieot  to 
carry  the  estate. — ^Mercer  v.  &  J. 
Ogilvy  and  others,  Ist  March  1796, 
p.  434. 

(6.)  CircuinstaDccsinwbicli 


ing  a  bankrupt  estate,  sold  at  a  ju- 
dicial sale,  are,  upon  payment  of 
the  price,  extinguislied  to  every  ef- 
fect except  that  of  securing  the 
purchaser.  —  Scutt  v,  Creditore  of 
Seton,  7th  April  1789,  App.  p.  682. 
Hkir.**  PRiMAUiLY  LiAiJLE. —  (I.)  Se- 
veral estates  belonging  to  tiie  sauio 


the  words  "  heir  nude"  in  an  entail, 
received  a  strict  technical  interprets- 
tion*  though  in  other  parts  of  the  deed 

thov  had  been  used  iu   a  differest 

If  _ 

sense,  and  described  as  **'  hdrs  mde 
of  the  bodies.^* — Hay  v.  Hay,  25th 
May  1789,  p.  142. 

Hekkiisg  Fishery. — Circnmstances  in 
which  the  mode  of  fishing  practised 
by  the  6shcrs,  did  not  entitle  tbem 
to  claim  the  Government  boontv. — 
Ed<2:ar,  <kc.  v.  Miller,  9tb  Juoe  1797t 
p.  575. 

Homologation  — (1.)  Vide  Legitim. 

(2.)  Vide  lianking  and  Sale 

(No.  3.) 

llrsBAND  and  Wife. — An  action  of 
datniiges  fur  scandal  was  brvugbt 
against  a  married  woman,  calling  ber 
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Imsband  for  his  interest :  and  jud^ 
ment  with  expenses  pronounced 
against  her.  The  Court  of  Session 
held  the  husband  liable  for  the  ex- 
penses of  process  (£688),  reversed 
in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  held  him 
liable  in  expenses,  only  in  so  far  as 
he  was  responsible  for  the  conduct 
of  his  defence,  as  this  might  be  found 
to  be  malicious,  vexatious,  or  calum- 
nious; and  remit  made  to  enquire 
into  this.  Baillie  v,  Chalmers,  6th 
April  1791,  p.  213. 

Hypothec- — (l.)  Held  that  no  hypo- 
thee  attaches  for  repairs  on  a  vessel 
executed  while  the  ship  is  in  a  home 
port. — ^Wood  and  Co.  ».  Hamilton, 
15th  June  1789,  p.  148. 

(2.)  In  a  question,  whether  the 

crown  is  preferable  to  the  landlord's 
hypothec;  Held  in  the  Court  of 
Session,  that  the  landlord  is  prefer- 
able. Reversed  in  the  House  of 
Lords. — Ogilvie  v.  Wingate,  13th 
June  1792,  p.  273. 

(3.)  Held,  the  landlord  by  Tir- 


tue  of  his  hypothec,  preferable  to  a 
purchaser  in  a  sale  of  com  by  sam- 
ple effected  in  open  market,  although 
the  claim  was  not  made  de  recente, 
but  after  an  interval  of  two  years. 
— Smart  r.  Hon.  Walter  Ogilvy, 
26th  Oct.  1796,  p.  490. 

Incapacity,  Mental.— Ftic  Reduction 
of  Will. 

Incumbbancbs. — In  a  sale  of  subjects, 
held,  that  the  purchasers  were  not 
bound  to  pay  the  price,  until  certain 
incumbrances  were  purged,  affecting 
the  purchase. — Bruce  ©.  Cleghoms, 
2d  March  1785,  p.  5. 

Indefinite  Payments. — ^Held,  a  party 
entitled  to  impute  indefinite  pay- 
ments made  to  him  to  his  least  se- 
cured debt. — Vtde  Heritable  Secu- 
"*y»  (!•) — Bank  of.  England  tj.  Pul- 
teney,  14th  Dec.  1787,  p.  92. 
'  Security, — In  security  of  a 

cash  credit,  an  heritable  security  for 
the  sum  of  £12000  over  an  estato 
was  asdgnedy  without  mentioning  in 
the  deed  of  conveyance  and  assigna- 
tion, the  sum  for  which  it  was  so  con- 
veyed. Held  that  the  security  was 
of  no  effect,  it  having  been  granted 


for  an  indefinite  amount. — Ncwnham, 
Everett,  and  Co.  r.  Stewart,  lOlli 
Mar.  1794,  p.  347. 

Informal  Writing. —  Vide  Lease. 

Insvrancr.  —  (1.)  Circumstances  in 
which  presumed  knowledge  and  con- 
cealment of  the  amval  of  news  of 
the  capture  of  the  vessel  insured, 
before  the  insurance  was  effected, 
held  to  Tacate  the  policy. — Stewart 
and  Co.  e.  Dunlop  and  Others,  8th 
April  1785,  p.  14. 

■  (21)  A  vessel  was  insured  from 

Virginia  to  Rotterdam,  «*  with  liberty 
to  call  at  a  port  in  England."  She 
sailed  direct  for  Hull,  and  was  lost 
on  her  voyage  from  that  port ;  Held 
by  the  Court  of  Session,  that  a  voy- 
age from  Virginia  to  Rotterdam  with 
liberty  to  call  at  a  port  in  England, 
gave  a  liberty  to  call  at  any  port  in 
England,  and  therefore  to  call  at 
Hull.  Reversed  in  the  House  of 
Lords,  and  case  remitted  to  pass  the 
bill. — Laird  v.  Robertson  and  Co., 
20th  April  1791,  p.  232. 

-(3.)  In  the  above  case,  it  being 


found  that  a  policy  from  Virginia  to 
Rotterdam,  with  liberty  to  call  at  a 
port  in  England,  only  entitles  to  call 
at  a  port  in  England  that  may  be 
within  the  due  course  of  the  voyage 
to  Rotterdam,  and  not  at  any  port 
in  England  out  of  the  due  course  of 
the  voyage.  The  vessel  having  sail* 
ed  direct  from  Virginia  to  Hull, 
Held  under  the  remit,  that  this  was  a 
different  voyage  from  that  insured. 
— Robertson  and  Co.  t?.  Laird,  8th 
March  1796,  p.443. 

(4.)  Held,  where  a  vessel 


was  insured  on  her  voyage  homo 
from  a  foreign  port,  that  the  con- 
cealment of  two  letters  of  advice, 
which  represented  the  vessel  to  be 
unseaworthy,  and  weakly  manned, 
and  that  she  had  been  boarded  in  a 
sinking  state,  were  facts  material  to 
the  risk,  and  not  having  been  com- 
municated, the  policy  was  voided. 
Also  that  the  delay  of  the  vessel  at 
Elsinore  and  Stromness  amounted 
to  a  deviation  from  the  due  course  of 
the  voyage. — Campbell,  <fec.  ©.  Ruf- 
sell  k  Co.  4th  March  1794,  p. 340. 
Interruption. — Vide  Prescription  (1.) 
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iNTERunPTios.— (2.)  f'ide  Sexennial 
Prescription. 

(3.)  Fide  Preacription  (3.) 

I21TEBEST.  —  Circumstances  in  which 
the  mode  of  calculating  interest  on 
bygone  rents  approved  of. — York 
Buildings  Co.  v.  Mackenzie,  14th 
June  1797,  p.  579. 

—  Vide  Adjudication  (2.)  (8.) 

Intimation. — Fide  Adjudication  (4.) 
Inventory. — Fide  Tutors  and  Cura- 
tors. 
Irredeemable    Right. — Fide  Adju- 
dication (3.) 
Irritancy  of  Lease. — Fide  Lease  (9.) 

Jurisdiction.  -*•  (1.)  The  Court  of 
Session  has  a  criminal  jurisdiction 
vested  in  it,  to  tiy  certain  crimes 
emerging  in  the  course  of  any  civil 
suit  conducted  before  it.  But  their 
sentence  in  such  cases  is  subject  to 
appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords. — 
Carse  v.  His  Majesty's  Advocate, 
ike.  26th  July  1784,  p.  1. 

— — (2.)  Held  the  Court  of  Ses- 
sion, having  once  granted  an  aug- 
mentation to  a  minister  of  the  parish 
is  not  precluded  from  afterwards 
granting  a  second  augmentation — 
this  being  within  the  jurisdiction 
and  powers  of  modification  conferred 
on  the  Court. — Minister  of  Ting- 
wall  V.  Officers  of  State,  22d  May 
1789,  p.  140. 

Jus  Crediti. — By  an  antenuptial  con- 
tract of  marriage,  it  was  provided 
that  the  children's  provisions  should 
be  payable  to  them  at  the  father's 
death,  *'  and  to  bear  interest  from 
the  majority  or  marriage  of  the  said 
children.*'  Held,  in  respect  the  £et« 
thcr  was  bound  to  pay  interest  upon 
the  sums  so  provided,  from  the  time 
of  the  children's  marriage  or  majo- 
rity, that  they  had  &ju8  crediHt  and 
might  have  used  diligence  in  their 
father's  lifetime. — Du  Roveray  v, 
Mackenzie,  &c.,  1st  June  1795,  p. 
409. 

Jus  Mariti. —  Vide  Adjudications  (2.) 

Jus  Relict^e. — Vide  Widow's  Terce. 

Landlord  and  Tenant.  —  A  tenant 
had  a  lease  of  the  estate  of  Kilsyth 
for  99  years,  at  a  reut  of  £500  per 


annum.  The  tenant  afbervards 
became  creditor  of  the  landlord  to  a 
large  amount ;  £7282  of  the  debt 
being  heritably  secured  over  the 
estate  on  bond,  which  bore  an  ex- 
press clause,  entitling  the  tenant  to 
retain  the  tack  duty.  Other  debts 
also  due  to  him  were  secured  by  an 
adjudication  ;  and  he  contended,  00 
the  bankruptcy  of  the  landlord,  that 
he  was  entitled  to  retain  the  rent,  in 
the  first  place,  to  pay  the  interest  of 
his  whole  debts,  and  then  to  extin- 
guish the  principal.  Held  in  the 
Court  of  Session,  that  he  was  entitl- 
ed to  retain  the  rents  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  interest  and  principal  of 
£7282  heritable  bond,  but  not  for 
the  other  debts.  Reversed  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  and  held  that  tiie 
tenant  was  entitled  to  retain  and 
impute  the  rents,  in  the  first  place, 
to  pay  the  interest,  and,  in  the  se- 
cond place,  the  principal  of  the 
whole  debts  due  to  the  appellant  as 
are  preferable  to  the  debts  due  to 
the  other  creditors.  —  Campbell's 
Creditors  v.  The  York  BuUdings 
Co^  11th  May  1785,  p.  32. 

Lease* —  (1.)  A  tack  stipulated  that 
the  tenant  was  at  liberty  to  deviate 
from  the  mode  of  cropping  and  man- 
agement laid  down  in  his  tack,  upon 
his  paying  £2  per  acre  more  of  ad- 
ditional rent  to  the  landlord.  He 
departed  from  the  moile  of  crop- 
ping ;  Held  in  the  Court  of  Session 
that  he  was  liable  to  pay  the  £2  of 
additional  rent,  but  modified  the 
same  to  a  sum  of  £200.  Reversed 
in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  case  re- 
mitted to  aacertain  and  detennine 
specially,  what  was  the  number  of 
acres  the  tenant  became  bound  to 
cultiyate  in  terms  of  the  rules  of 
cropping  laid  down  in  the  tack,  and 
what  was  the  number  of  acres  culti- 
vated contrary  to  tho^  rules. — Strs- 
tion  V.  Graham,  28th  March  and  i2tk 
May  1789,  p.  119. 

(2.)  A  lease,  with  a  dause 

generally  against  subsetting,  penait- 
ted  the  tenant  to  subset  part  of  the 
subject,  which  was  done  accordingly. 
No  rent  was  ever  paid  by  the  sub- 
tenant to  the  landlord,  nor  to  the 
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tenant  from  whom  he  had  his  sub* 
lease,  while  there  was  a  clause  in  tlie 
lease  that  the  tenant  should  be  liable 
in  payment  of  the  rents  of  the  whole 
subject.  The  tenant  failed,  and  an 
action  of  ejection  being  raised,  and 
decree  passed:  Held,  that  the  decree 
of  removing  was  a  good  decree  al« 
though  only  raised  against  the  prin* 
cipal  tenant,  and  clearly  entitled  the 
landlord  to  eject  the  subtenant  from 
the  part  held  by  him.— Grant  v. 
Earl  of  Morton,  8th  June  1789,  p. 

Lbasb  (3.)  A  lease  let  to  two  parties 
the  whole  slate  quarries  in  the  hill 
of  Bimam.  No  mention  was  made 
in  the  lease  of  the  slate  quarries  of 
Obney;  but  their  predecessor  in  the 
lease  (whose  lease  was  in  precisely 
similar  terms  to  that  of  the  respon- 
dents), had  possessed  the  slate  quar- 
ries of  Obney  as  part  of  those  of  the 
hill  of  Bimam,  and  they  took  pos- 
session of  these  latter  quarries  as 
part  of  the  subject,  and  wrought  it 
without  molestation  for  five  years. 
Thereafter  the  landlord  let  the 
Obney  quarries  to  Hepburn  ;  Held, 
in  a  question  raised,  that  the  res- 
pondents were  entitled  to  retain 
possession  of  the  Obney  quarries  as 
a  part  of  the  subject  of  the  lease, 
though  not  expressly  mentioned 
therein ;  it  being  the  understanding 
of  the  lessees  that  these  were  includ- 
ed in  the  bargain,  and  their  posses- 
sion for  five  years  without  objection 
being  an  homologation  on  the  part 
of  the  laudlord. — Stewart,  <kc.  v. 
Bells,  12th  April  1790,  p.  158. 

(4.)  In  a  lease  nothing  was 

mentioned  about  the  number  of  ar- 
able acres  of  land  on  the  farm' ;  but 
the  tenant  understood  that  there  were, 
as  had  been  represented  to  him,  600 
acres  of  arable  land ;  and  as  he  was 
taken  bound  expressly  by  the  lease 
to  have  always  300  acres  in  tillage 
for  each  year  of  the  lease,  which 
stipulation  necessarily  supposed  that 
there  were  600  acres  of  arable  land, 
he  insisted  that  the  lease  should  be 
reduced  and  set  aside  in  consequence 
of  there  not  being  that  number  of 
acres.  The  Court  of  Session  dismiss- 


ed the  reduction,  and  held  him  liable 
for  the  rent:  Reversed  in  the  House 
of  Lords;  and  lease  reduced  and  set 
aside;  and  held  him  liable  only  at  the 
rate  of  £450  per  annum  for  the  three 
years  during  which  he  had  possess" 
ed  the  farm. — Sir  James  Riddle, 
Bart.  0.  James  Grosset,  23d  March 
1791,  p.  203. 

Lbabb  (5.)  A  lease  was  taken  to  the 
tenant,  his  heirs  and  assignees,  such 
assignees  to  be  approved  of  by  the 
landlord:  On  assigning  the  lease — 
Held  that  the  landlord  was  not  entitl- 
ed to  impose  new  and  more  ample 
eonditions  in  his  own  favour  in  giving 
such  consent  or  approyal. — ^Sir  Alex. 
Ramsay  Irvine,  «S^c.  f .  Valentine,  4th 
March  1798,  p.  287. 

■  (6.)  A  jotting  or  agreement 

was  gone  into  with  the  tenant,  while 
his  former  lease  was  not  yet  expired, 
for  a  thirty-eight  years'  lease  of  the 
farm  after  the  expiry  of  the  old. 
The  landlord  in  the  meantime  died: 
— ^Held  that  his  heir  was  not  bound 
by  this  lease. — Kerr  v.  Redhead,  5th 
Feb.  1794,  p.  309. 

(7*)    Held  that  a   lease  not 


completed  in  point  of  form,  and  in 
which  no  possession  followed,  was  not 
good  against  a  purchaser  of  the  es- 
tate.— M'Lean,  <bc.  v.  Cameron, 
27th  April  1796,  p.  474. 

(8.)  A  lease  was  granted  to  a 


party,  and  his  heirs  and  assignees,  for 
nineteen  years  after  the  death  of  the 
lessee,  and  after  the  expiry  of  these 
nineteen  years,  for  a  second  nineteen 
years,  and  after  expiry  of  the  second 
nineteen  years,  for  the  space  of  other 
nineteen  years,  and  so  forth  from 
nineteen  years  to  nineteen  years,  so 
long  as  the  lessee  and  his  heirs  and 
successors  should  desire  to  possess. 
There  was  no  definite  ish.  In  a  re- 
duction of  the  lease  by  a  singular 
successor,  held  the  lease  good. — 
Scott  t?.  Straton,  13th  May  1772, 
App.  p.  666. 

(9.)  A  lease  provided  that  if 


two  years  rent  ran  into  the  third  un- 
paid, the  lease  was  to  be  forfeited. 
Four  years  rents  fell  due;  in  a  reduc- 
tion to  set  aside  the  lease,  on  this, 
among  other  grounds;    The  reasons 
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of  redtiction  were  repelled.—  Vide 
above  ease. 

LfSASR — (10.)  Held,  by  the  terms  of  a 
lease  of  coal,  which  allowed  the  ten« 
aut  to  work,  the  coal  within  the  bar- 
ony of  Woolmet,  excepting  that  part 
of  it  which  lies  within  the  parks, 
garden,  and  enclosures  of  Woolmet 
belonging  to  the  appellant,  that  this 
exception  did  not  entitle  the  appeU 
lant  to  sink  pits  and  work  the  coal 
within  the  bounds  so  excepted  ;  but 
was  to  be  construed  only  as  a  clause  to 
preserve  the  ^ouse  and  grounds  from 
suffering  injury  from  the  general 
working  of  the  coal  by  the  respondents. 
— Earl  of  Wemyss  tj.  Sir  Archibald 
Hope,  24th  Oct.  1796,  p.  487. 

■  — (11.)  A  reduction  of  a  lease 
granted,  while  a  current  lease  had 
still  many  years  to  run,  and  made  to 
commence  forty-four  years  after  its 
date,  was  brought  on  the  ground  of 
its  being  unequal  and  unfair  in  its 
terms,  and  the  granter  incapable 
from  facility,  and  that  fraudulent 
means  hod  been  taken  to  procure  it. — 
Held,  on  proof,  the  lease  to  be  bad. 
— Sime  V.  Viscount  Arbuthnott, 
27th  Nov.  1797,  p.  613. 

Legal,  P^xpiry  of  ; — Fide  Adjudica- 
tions (3«) 

Leoitim. — A  Scotchman  by  birth  left 
his  country  and  settled  in  London, 
married  an  English  lady,  and  acquir* 
ed  a  fortune  in  trade  there.  He 
afterwards  purchased  the  estate  of 
Newliston  in  Scotland,  to  which 
he  sometime  thereafter  retired,  and 
died  there.  By  his  will  his  eldest 
son  was  left  his  whole  heritable  and 
moveable  estate.  The  eldest  daugh- 
ter, the  respondent,  was  married  to 
Dr.  Lashley,  and  on  her  marriage  it 
was  proposed  to  give  her  £2000  ca 
her  fortune.  They  retired  to  the 
West  Indies,  and  a  correspondence 
was  entered  into,  by  which  £700  of 
this  sum  was  paid  them  on  bond,  and 
further  correspondence  was  entered 
into,  regarding  the  balance,  when  the 
father  died.  The  younger  children 
had  all  discharged  their  father  for 
their  sliares  of  the  legitim,  but  the 
respondent  hai  not  discharged  her 


claim  ;  and  she  therefore  claimetl 
not  only  her  full  legitim,  but  also  a 
share  of  the  goods  in  communion,  as 
due  at  her  mother's  death:— llktl, 
1st.  That  she  was  not  barred  fhw 
homologation  or  acquiescence.  2d. 
That  the  claim  of  legitim  was  oot  ex- 
cluded by  Mr.  Hog*s  settlement  3d. 
That  the  marriage  articles  did  pre- 
clude her  from  claiming  a  share  of  tbe 
goods  in  communion.  4  th.  That  the 
renunciation  of  their  shares  hj  the 
younger  children  operated  in  hfoja 
of  Mrs.  Lashley.  5th.  That  the  per- 
sonal succession  must  be  regdated 
by  the  lex  domidlUf  which  was  Soot- 
land  ;  and  therefore  included  the 
funds  both  in  England  and  elsewhere, 
and  that  the  Government  annaitiea 
were  moveable. — Hog  «.  Lashlej, 
&e.  20th  April  and  7  May  1792,  p. 
247. 

Lbx  DouiGiLn. — (1.)  Fide  above  ease. 

(2.)   Vide  Domicile. 

Manse* — ^Held,  where  the  presbytezy 
had  ordered  an  old  manse  to  be  poll- 
ed down,  and  a  new  one  to  be  built, 
that  they  were  not  precluded  inm 
doing  so,  though  the  old  manse 
might  be  repaired  at  a  less  expenie 
than  the  cost  of  a  new  one ;  And 
also  that  the  Presbytery  was  not 
limited  by  the  act  1 663  to  the  sum 
of  £1000  ScoU,  but  entitled  to  go 
beyond  it,  whatever  the  expenses 
might  be. — Mercer  ».  Williamson, 
17th  March  1786,  p.  43. 

Magistrates. — Vide  Wrongous  lia- 
prisonment. 

Malt  Duties. — Wide  Statutes. 

Marriage,  Cosstitctios  of — (1-) 
Held,  that  though  a  party  joins  issae 
and  goes  to  proof  and  final  jud^^meot 
on  one  fact  of  her  condescendence, 
that  she  is  not  foreclosed,  on  iSiilnre 
in  making  out  that  issue,  from  going 
to  further  proof  of  the  other  facts 
and  circumstances  of  her  condescen- 
dence. So  held  in  a  declarator  of 
marriage. — ^M^lnnes,  Ac  r.  Mor^ 
23dMay  1785,  p.  40, 

(2.)  Circumstances  itf  whid 

marriage  was  held  to  be  established 
by   co-habitation  and  acknovle^- 
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ment-^Robertflon  v.  IngliB,  Htb 
Feb.  1787,  p.  53. 

Marriage,  Constitution  of  —  (3.) 
—  Circumstances  in  which  written 
ftcknowledgnient  of  each  other  as 
husband  and  wife,  not  seriously 
gone  into  on  the  part  of  the  female, 
but  immediately  repented  of,  did  not 
constitute  marriage. — Kello  v*  Tay- 
lor, 16th  Feb.  1787,  p.  56. 

Marriage  Settlement.  —  Question, 
Whether  a  certain  deed  of  obligation 
unilateral  in  its  nature,  and  executed 
before  marriage,  was  to  have  the  ef* 
feet  and  legal  consequence  of  an 
antenuptial  contract  of  marriage- 
Sinclair,  <bc.  V.  Threipland,  &c.  27th 
March  1789,  p.  113. 

Master  and  Assistant. — Circumstan- 
ces in  which  the  Ck)urt  of  Session 
awarded  damages  to  an  apothecaiy's 
assistant,  for  an  illegal  and  oppresive 
dismissal  from  servicer  by  the  son  of 
his  employer,  without  the  employer's 
sanction  and  authority.  Reversed 
in  the  House  of  Lords. — ^Macdonald 
c.  Burt,  29th  November  1796,  p. 
512. 

Member  of  Parliament.  —  (1.) 
Held,  where  objection  is  stated  to 
the  title  to  be  enrolled,  and  to  vote 
for  a  member  of  Parliament,  the  com- 
plaint roust  be  followed  up  within 
four  mouths,  in  terms  of  the  act  16 
Geo.  II.  c.  2.— Elliot  v.  Pringle,  5th 
March  1792,  p.  237« 

Held,  the  eldest  son  of  a  Scotch 

peer  ineligible  to  be  elected  a  mem- 
ber to  sit  in  the  House  of  Commons 
— Lord  Daer  v.  Hon.  Keith  Stewart, 

<fcc.,  26th  March  1793.  p.  293 

N,B.  This  corrected  by  the  Reform 
Act. 

Mental  Incapacitt. —  Vide  Reduc- 
tion of  Will. 

Misrepresentation. — Fide  Judicial 
Sale. 

Minority. —  Vide  Prescription,  No.  4, 
et  5,  et  6,  et  7. 

Negotiation  et  Neglect.  —  Vide 

Bill. 
Notice. — (1.)   Vide  Factor. 

(-2.)  Vide  Burgh  Election. 

Notaries  ; —  Vide  Execution  of  Deeds 

by. 

Nuisance. — Vide  Use  of  Stream — 
Property. 

YOL.  III. 


Open  Market. — Vide  Sale  by  Sample. 

Particeps  Criminis.  —  Vide  Proof 
(7.) 

Parties  to  be  Called  in  an  Action. — 

Vide  Prescription  (1.) 
Parole. —  Vide  Lease  (4.) 

(2.)   Vide  Proof  (4.) 

(3.)  A   contract  in  regard 

to  a  series  of  transactions  re- 
garding the  sale  of  spirits,  provid- 
ed that  "  bills  at  three  months  date'' 
should  be  paid  for  the  delivery  of 
each  parcel  of  spirits.  On  faUure 
to  get  these  bills  discounted  in  the 
bank, — circumstances  in  which  pa- 
role proof  of  matters  which  passed 
at  anil  subsequent  to  entering  into 
the  contract  was  allowed,  so  as  to 
entitle  the  party  to  refuse  going  on 
with  the  contract. — Stein  v.  Stewart, 
Ac,  18th  April  1796,  p.  462. 

(4.)  Held  that  parole  evi 


dence  was  incompetent  to  prove  a 
trust  as  to  property  held  ex  fade  ab- 
solute. —  Duggan  V,  Wight,  24th 
Nov.  1797,  p.  610. 

Passive  Title.  —  Vide  Gestio  pro 
H»rede. 

Penalties. — Vide  Plnris  Petitio. 

Penalty. — In  a  lease  as  to  the  mode 
of  cropping,  it  was  stipulated  that  if 
the  tenant  deviated  irom  the  rules 
of  cropping  laid  down  in  the  lease, 
he  should  pay  £2  of  additional  rent 
per  acre,  not  as  a  penalty^  but  as  ad- 
ditional rent;  Held  that  it  was  never- 
theless to  be  considered  as  a  penalty, 
and  subject  to  modification  by  the 
Court,  although  it  was  argued  that 
it  was  due  ex  contractUy  and  there- 
fore not  subject  to  modification. — 
Sttation  v.  Graham,  28th  Maroh  and 
12th  May  1789,  p.  119. 

Personal  Right. — Vide  Real  Bur- 
dens. 

Pertinent  of  Property.  —  Vide 
Superior  and  Vassal. 

Pluris  Petitio. — Circumstances  in 
which  held^  where  the  termly  pen^- 
alties  due  by  a  bond  were  included 
in  the  accumulated  sum  of  an  adju- 
dication, that  these  formed  a  pluris 
petitio  ;  to  the  effect  of  reducing  the 
same  to  a  security  for  payment  of 
the  principal  and  interest. — Nas- 
myth  V,  Samson,  &c.  4th  April  1785, 
p.  9. 

2z 
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FossE89iov^^— Vide  Lease  (6.) 
Prescription  (Negative). — (1.)  Tlio 
York  Buildings  Company  had  pui^ 
chased  the  wood  on  a  certain  estate, 
and  the  greater  quantity  was  deliv- 
lered  when  they  became  bankrupt. 
Having  lodged  a  claim  on  their 
estate,  it  was  objected  to  the  claim, 
that  the  contract  had  undergone  the 
long  negative  prescription,  and  that 
the  summons,  decree,  and  homing, 
did  not  interrupt  the  prescription, 
because  they  were  inept,  from  not 
calling  the  Company  as  a  separate 
body,  in  which  name  it  was  appoint- 
ed to  sue  and  be  sued  by  act  of 
Parliament.  Held  in  the  Court  of 
Session  that  these  were  sufficient  to 
interrupt  prescription.  Reversed  in 
the  House  of  Lords,  without  preju- 
dice to  the  points  decided  below ; 
but  with  special  remit  to  consider 
whether  the  contract  as  to  the  wood 
be  now  at  this  time  m  force. — Grove 
and  Others  v.  Sir  James  Grant,  15th 
April  185,  p.  17. 

(2.)  Circumstances  in  which 

held  that  certain  bonds  due  to 
creditors  in  England,  by  an  Ekiglish 
company,  ranked  on  an  estate  in 
Scotland  belonging  to  that  company, 
had  incurred  the  negative  prescrip- 
tion of  forty  years.  Reversed  in 
the  House  of  Lords. — Delvalle,  &c. 
V.  York  Buildings  Co.,  12th  March 
1788,  p.  98. 

(Positive.)  —  (3.)  Held  that 


prescriptive  possession  on  an  adjudi- 
cation, of  which  the  legal  was  de- 
clared to  be  expired,  but  no  charter 
and  sasine  had  followed,  did  not  give 
an  absolute  and  irredeemable  right 
to  the  property « — Gillespie  &  Reid 
V,  Hussey  or  Bogle,  dd  May  1793,  p. 
305. 

Negative.  —  (4.)  Oircum- 


heir  of  entail|  who  brought  an  Ac- 
tion of  reduction  and  dedarator  of 
irritancy  of  the  entail  on  the  ground 
of  contravention  fifiy  years  after  the 
event,  and  who  was  a  minor  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  contraventioD. 
Held  in  the  Court  of  Session  that 
she  might  plead  her  minority  as  an 
exception  to  the  title  to  exclude. 
In  the  House  of  Lords  case  renut* 
ted  for  consideration. — Daliymple  e. 
Fullerton,  IBth  Dec  1797,  P-  631. 
(7.)  Circumstances  in  whieh 


a  creditor  having  obtained  adja- 
dication  against  the  estate  of  his 
debtor,  with  charter  and  infeftment 
thereon,  followed  by  forty  years' 
possession,  had  acquired  an  exeh- 
sive  title  by  the  positive  prescriptioB 
to  the  estate,  and  that  the  minorities 
pleaded  were  not  sufficient  to  elide 
the  plea. — Ross  v.  Mackenzie,  29th 
April  1776,  App.  p.  676. 

(Sexennial)  (d)  Held,  in 


counting  the  six  years  of  the  sexen- 
nial prescription,  that  the  temdnma 
quOt  in  reckoning  the  period,  is  from 
the  last  day  of  grace  after  the  hOl 
falls  due. — ^Fergusou  aad  Others  «. 
Douglas,  Heron  &  Co.  11th  Not. 
1790,  p.  503. 

(Vicennial)  (9.)  Held  that 


tances  in  which  held  that  an  entail, 
having  lain  dormant  for  more  than 
forty  years,  was  prescribed ;  and 
that  the  minority  of  a  substitute  heir 
of  entail  did  not  elide  the  plea  of 
prescription. — ^Black  and  Grant  o. 
Gordon,  &c.  5th  Feb.  1794,  p.  317- 

(5.)  Vide  Clause  (2.) 

(6.)  Negative  and  Positive. 


— In  a  question  with  a  substitute 


a  charter  and  sasine  which  contain- 
ed, by  the  error  of  the  writer,  a  des- 
tination in  terms  different  from  their 
warrant  were  not  inept,  and  that  ti>e 
service  in  special  of  the  next  heir 
was  good,  being  protected  by  the 
vicennial  prescription. — Drummond 
V.  Drumn\ond,  <bc.  26th  April  1797} 

p.  557* 

Price.—  Vide  Sale. 

Privileges  of  the  College  or 
Justice. —  Vide  College  of  Jnstiee. 

Process. — Yide  Proof, 

(2.)  Vide  Res  Judicata. 

Propertt (1.)  Held  it  to  be  a  set- 
tled point,  that  a  whale  being  stniek* 
and  afterwards  getting  loose,  is  tbe 
property  of  the  first  striker  who  cos* 
tinues  fast  until  she  is  killed ;  and 
that,  from  the  evidence  in  this  case, 
it  appeared  that  the  whale,  when 
struck  with  the  harpoon  of  the  sp- 
pellants'  ship,  had  got  free  from  tke 
harpoon    of  the   lespondents',  sod 
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therefore,  that  the  whale  belonged 
to  the  appellants. — Addison  h  Suns 
V.  Row,  3d  March  1794,  p,  334. 
Process  (2.) — Stream. — (2.)  Held  that 
the  proprietors  of  the  Lochrin  distil- 
lery had  no  right  to  throw  refuse 
into  the  Lochriu  bum  from  their  dis- 


by  the  Judge  Ordinary,  upon  which 
the  decree  had  proceeded,  ought  not, 
as  matter  of  concluded  record,  to  be 
allowed  to  be  redargued  by  parolo 
proof.  Held  parole  competent. — 
York  Buildings  Co.  v.  Mackenzie, 
13th  May  1795,  p.  37a 


tillery,  to  the  injury  of  the  other   Proof. — (5.)  Fwfe  Witness 


proprietors.  In  appeal,  cause  re- 
mitted to  inquire  if  there  was  not  a 
servitude  oyer  it. — Jameson  t.  Rus- 
sell, 18th  April  1792,  p.  403. 

(3.)  A  proprietor  of  a  tene- 


(6.)  Fide  Parole. 

(7.)  In  the  course  of  a  proof 

in  an  action  of  divorce  against  the 
wife,  the  party  with  whom  she  had 
adultery  was  adduced  as  a  witness 
against  her.  Held  him  admissible 
as  a  witness.  It  was  also  objected 
to  a  slave  that  he  was  incapable  of 
bearing  testimony,  he  not  being  a 
Christian,  or  able  to  take  the  usual 
oath.  The  Court  of  Session  order- 
ed him  to  be  examined  on  his  creed. 
Both  points  affirmed  in  the  House  of 
Lords. — Nicolson  v.  Nicolson,  1 8th 
PaooF. —  (1.)  A  party  held  no  vouch-       Februaiy  1771,  p.  ^5* 

ers  or  documents  of  debt  for  sums  of  Pboying  the  Tenor. — Circumstances 
money  lent  to  his  brother.  The  only  in  which  the  special  ccuui  amisiionis 
evidence  of  these  being  some  jottings  not  having  been  proved,  the  action 
in  the  brother's  account  book,  and  was  dismissed. — Donald  v.  Donald, 
other  separate  accounts.  Held  that  8th  April  1788,  p.  105. 
these  were  not  sufficient  evidence  to    Provisions  to  Children.  —  Vide 


ment  within  burgh,  whose  property 
is  bounded  by  the  sea  flood,  cannot 
acquire  the  vacant  space  of  ground 
left  by  the  sea  between  his  property 
and  the  sea  flood,  such  soil  belong- 
ing to  the  magistrates  of  the  burgh, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  community. — 
Smart  o.  The  Magistrates  of  Dun- 
dee, 22d  Nov.  1797,  p.  606. 


support  the  claim  made  after  the 
death  of  both.— Waddel  v.  Waddels, 
20th  Dec.  1790,  p.  188. 

(2.)  Vide  Witness,  Re-exam- 


ation  of, 

(3.)  Held^  that  though  a  party 


joins  issue,  and  goes  to  proof  and 
final  judgment  on  one  fact  of  her 
condescendence,  that  she  is  not  fore- 
closed, on  failure  of  making  out  that 
issue,  from  going  to  farther  proof  of 
the  other  facts  and  circumstances 
<^  her  condescendence ;  at  least  so 
held  in  the  special  circumstances  of 
an  action  brought  to  establish  mar- 
riage.— M*Innes  i^.  More,  23d  May 
1785,  p.  40. 

(4.)    In    the    reduction    of 


Jus  Crediti. 

Qualification  for  Councillors  of 
BuRaHS. —  Vide  Burgh  Election. 

■  (2.)  for  Magistrates. —  Vide 

Burgh  Election. 

(3.)  for  Voting. — Question 


the  sale  of  an  estate  purchased  at 
a  judicial  sale,  in  a  ranking  and 
sale  before  the  Court,  where  the 
common  agent  was  the  purchaser, 
it  was  contended  that  the  decree 
of  sale,  which  declared  that  the  sale 
was  fairly  gone  into,  as  also  the 
report  to  the  Court  of  such   sale 


Whether  a  certain  conveyance  of 
superiority  of  lands  held  under  strict 
entail,  conferred  a  substantial  right 
of  voting ;  or  was  a  mere  nominal 
and  fictitious  creation  of  a  right,  re- 
sorted to  for  the  purpose  of  giving  a 
right  to  vote  for  a  member  of  parlia- 
ment. —  Hon.  W.  Elphinstone  v. 
Campbell  and  Others,  30th  April 
1787,  p.  77. 

(4.)  The  Duke  of  Gordon 


granted  a  liferent  superiority  to  Sir 
John  Macpherson,  then  residing  in 
India,  and  under  this  title  his  agents 
claimed  to  have  him  enrolled  on  the 
roll  of  freeholders.  The  statutory 
oath,  devised  to  detect  nominal  and 
fictitious  qualifications,  was  not  put ; 
but  an  objection  was  stated  to  his 
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being  put  upon  the  roll,  on  the 
ground  that  his  title  was  fictitious 
.  and  nominal.  The  court  of  freehold- 
ers put  him  upon  the  roll.  On  com- 
plaint to  the  Court  of  Session,  he 
insisted  to  have  certain  interrojra- 
tories  put  to  the  claimant*  Held  it 
incompetent  to  put  such  interroga- 
tories. Reversed  in  the  House  of 
Lords ;  and  held  that  the  statutory 
oath,  which  was  not  taken  in  this 
case,  did  not  exclude  such  farther  in- 
quiry.— Forbes  v,  Macpherson,  19th 
April  1790,  p.  169. 

QUALIPIOATIOX     FOB     VoTINO.   (5.) 

Held,  the  valuation  of  the  lands 
having  been  fixed  by  a  decret  of 
the  Commissioners  of  Supply,  the 
same  must  stand  good,  and  en- 
title the  proprietor  to  be  enrolled  as 
a  freeholder  of  the  county. — More 
head  v.  Edmonstone,  28th  Feb.  1791, 
p.  199. 

(6.)     Held,      although     a 

deceased  father  had  left  his  whole 
estate  to  trustees  who  were  in- 
feft,  that  his  heir  was  still  entitled 
to  be  enrolled  as  possessing  a  good 
freehold  qualification — the  possession 
of  the  trustees  being  for  his  behoof, 
and  their  possession  being  consider- 
ed his.  Speirs  v.  Sir  Alexander 
Campbelly  Bart.,  5th  March  1791, 
p.  201. 

(7.)    Held,   where    objection 


la  stated  to  the  title  to  be  enrolled 
and  to  vote  for  a  member  of  Parlia-^ 
ment,  the  complaint  must  be  follow- 
ed up  within  four  months  in  terms 
of  the  act  16  Geo.  II.  c.  11. — 
Elliot  V.  Pringle,  5th  March  1792, 
p.  237. 
Ranking  OF Cbeditobs. —  Fti^ Land- 
lord and  Tenant. 

(2.)  Heritable  Security,  (1.) 

— : (3.)   Vide  Relief  among  Cau- 
tioners. 

AMD  Sale. — (1.)  Circumstan- 


ces in  which  the  mode  adopted  in 
valuing  the  estates  for  the  purpose 
of  fixing  the  upset  prices  at  which 
the  same  was  to  be  set  up  for  sale, 
was  unexceptionable,  and  objections 
repelled. — Earl  of  Dundonald  v» 
Bushby,  Ac.  27th  Dec.  1796,  p.  528. 
(2.)  The  teinds  were  repre- 


sented in  the  memorial  and  abstract 
of  a  ranking  and  sale,  and  in  the 
advertisements  of  an  estate,  to  be 
valued  and  exhausted,  and  sabject 
to  no  further  burden.  After  the  sale 
was  completed,  this  was  discovered, 
from  a  defect  in  the  title,  to  be  a 
mistake.  Held  that  there  could  be  no 
deduction  from  the  price. — Ferguson 
V.  Mossman,  6lq.,  17th  Feb.  1797»  p. 
531. 

Ranking  and  Sale.  (3.)  Held 
that  the  common  agent  in  a  rank- 
ing and  sale,  cannot  purchase  the 
estates  sold  under  the  ranking  for 
his  own  acconnt,  though  at  a  public 
judicial  auction,  and  sale  reduced, 
though  he  had  been  in  posaessioo 
unchallenged  for  foui-teen  years. — 
York  BuUdings  Co.  v.  Mackenzie, 
13th  May  17i)5,  p.  37a 

(4.)  The  common  agent  having 

applied  to  the  Court  for  a  warrant 
for  £1000  of  the  York  Buildings 
funds,  to  defray  the  expenses  incur- 
red, and  to  be  incurred  in  certain 
processes,  the  Court  granted  wanant 
accordingly,  though  there  was  an 
appeal  taken  of  those  proceedings 
— York  Buildings  Co.  v.  Bremner, 
19th  June  1797,  p.  593. 

(5)  Decree  in.-— Fife  Decree 


of  Sale. 

R^AL  Burden.— A  trust  deed  waa 
granted,  conveying  an  estate  for 
certain  uses,  but  without  declaring 
these  uses  real  burdens  upon  tbe 
estate.  A  list  of  the  debts,  and  the 
names  of  the  creditors,  for  payment 
of  whose  debts  the  trust  deed  was 
granted,  was  made  up  and  subscrib- 
ed by  the  grantor,  with  reference  in 
the  trust  deed  to  this  list  as  relative 
thereto,  and  a  direction  that  it  should 
be  inserted  in  the  roister  of  sasines, 
along  with  the  infeftment  to  f<^ov 
thereon,  which  was  done  aooordinglj. 
Held  that  these  debts  were  not 
created  real  burdens  on  the  estate. — 
Chalmers,  &c.  v.  Ross,  d&c,  I  at  June 

1795,  p.  417. 
Reduction  of  Will. — CireumstaDces 
in  which  a  will  executed  six  days  be- 
fore^ death  was  reduced. — Fyfe  r. 
Williamson,  10th  Man^h  1796,  p. 
478. 
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Rbdcction  of  Deed. — Circamstaucea 
in  which  a  will,  conveying  her  whole 
moveahle  estate  to  a  stranger,  exe- 
cuted hy  a  party  impaired  in  memory 
and  judgment,  eighteen  days  hefore 
her  death,  was  reduced. — Pringle  v. 
Dove,  17th  Decemher  1796,  p.  521. 

— —  Held  that  deeds  granted  hy  a 
person  uinty-five  years  of  age,  suh- 
ject  to  attacks  of  palsy,  and  where 
the  memory  was  a  good  deal  impair- 
ed, were  sustained;  the  deeds  having 
been  executed  several  years  before 
his  death,  and  before  these  shocks 
and  impaired  memory  had  appeared. 
— Rutherford  or  Scott  v.  Jeidous, 
23d  Feb.  1791,  App.  p.  633- 

Reduction  of  Lease. — Fide  Lease 
(8)  et  (9.) 

Deeds. —  Vide  Solemnities  to 

Execution  of. 

Fide  Execution  of,  et  No- 


taries. 

Re-examikation  of  a  Witness. — 
Vide  Witness,  (4.) 

Relevancy  of  Defence. —  Vide  Veri- 
tas Convicii. 

Relief  among  Cautioners.  —  Three 
parties  became  bound,  conjunctly 
and  severally  in  a  personal  bond  for 
the  sum  of  £l  0,000,  borrowed  for  the 
use  of  one  of  them;  the  other  two 
being  mere  sureties,  and  having 
bonds  of  relief  granted.  The  prin- 
cipal became  bankrupt,  and  nothing 
could  be  derived  from  his  estate. 
One  of  the  sureties  also  became  iu- 
solvent,  and  the  other  was  obliged 
to  pay  the  whole  debt.  Held  that 
the  latter  was  entitled  to  rank  on  his 
co-surety's  estate  for  the  whole  debt 
paid  by  him,  to  tho  effect  of  recover- 
ing the  one  half  due  by  him :  Re- 
versed in  the  House  of  Lords,  and 
held  that  he  was  only  entitled  to 
rank  for  one  half  of  the  debt,  each 
of  them  having  been  indebted  as 
principal  for  the  moiety  thereof,  and 
as  surety  for  the  other  moiety. — 
Keith  V.  Sir  Wm.  Forbes  and  Co., 
11th  June  1794,  p.  350. 

Relief  among  Heirs. —  Vide  Heirs 

(1.) 

Vide  Heirs  (2.)  et  Res  Ju- 
dicata, (2.) 

Removing. —  Vide  Lease  (2.) 


Rents. — In  a  claim  made  by  exe- 
cutors: Held  that  they  were  entitled 
to  the  arrears  of  rents  due  at  the 
deceased's  death;  as  also  to  one  half 
of  the  year's  rents  for  crop  1789, 
the  deceased  having  died  in  Sep- 
tember 1789.— -Earl  of  Fyfe  r.  Mac- 
kenzie, (be,  6th  March  1 797,  p.  549. 

Res  Judicata. — Pide  (1.)  Lease  (8.) 
A  question  of  right  in  regard  to  a 
lease  of  coal  having  been  disposed  of 
by  tho  Court  of  Session,  and  an  ap- 
peal taken  to  the  House  of  Lords,  but 
never  moved  in :  Held  in  a  new  ac- 
tion brought  ten  years  thereafter, 
that  these  proceedings  did  not  con- 
stitute a  res  judicata  in  bar  of  tho 
action. — Earl  of  Wemyss  v.  Sir 
Arch.  Hope,  24th  Oct.  1796,  p.  487. 

Rks  Judicata.  ( — 2.)  The  questions 
in  this  case  were,  1st.  Whetlier  a 
deed  executed  by  David  Sinclair  in 
1716  was  to  be  considered  a  mar- 
riage settlement.  '2d.  Whether  tho 
heir  in  possession  was  bound  to  keep 
down  the  interests  of  the  debts  on 
the  estate  during  his  possession ; 
and,  3J.  Whether  it  was  competent 
to  enter  into  these  questions,  the 
same  being  res  judicata  by  a  decree 
pronounced  on  them  in  i  763.  Held 
by  the  Court  of  Session  that  the  res 
judicata  foreclosed.  Reversc^d  in 
the  House  of  Lords,  and  remit  to 
the  Court  to  proceed. — Sinclair  r. 
Thriepland,  27th  March  17i>9,  p. 
113. 

(3.)  Circumstances  in  which  it 

was  held,  that  a  decree  pronounced 
was  res  judicata. — Ross  r.  Macken- 
zie, 29th  April  1776,  App.  p.  676. 

RusTiTUTioN. —  Vide  Sale. 

Retention  op  Fkc-Duties. —  Vide 
Superior  and  Vassal 

—  (2.) — Circumstances  in  which 

held,  (reversing  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Session)  that  bankrupts  in 
England  were  entitled  to  rank  on  a 
bankrupt  estate  in  Scotland,  without 
the  latter  being  entitled  to  set  off 
against  their  claim  bills  of  the  bank- 
rupts in  England  which  they  had 
held,  but  which  they  indorsed  away 
for  value,  not  being  then  holders 
thereof.— Curtis,  ^e.  v,  Chippendale, 
23d  Feb.  1797,  p.  540. 
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Retention.  —  (3.)  —  The  Royal 
Bank  of  Scotland  found  entit- 
led to  retain  stock  of  an  insolvent 
proprietor  for  payment  of  debts  due 
to  the  bank  by  the  Company  of  which 
he  was  a  partner,  against  the  trustee 
on  the  Company's  bankrupt  estate. 
— Hotchkis  V.  Royal  Bank,  28th 
Nov.  1797,  p.  618. 

Sale  (1.) — Circumstanceshcld  not  suf- 
ficient to  set  aside  and  void  the  sale, 
although  the  missives  on  one  side  ex- 
pressly declared,  that  unless  the 
titles  were  found  sufficient,  the  bar- 
gain then  made  was  to  be  null  and 
void. — Bruce  r.  Cleghorns,  2d  March 
1785,  p.  o. 

(2.)— Fwfe  Factor. 
—  (3.)  Thirty  hogsheads  of  tobacco 
were  bought  on  the  eve  of  bank- 
ruptcy, and  eight  hogsheads  deliv- 
ered the  day  before  the  failure  was 
known,  but  the  twenty-two  hogs- 
heads not  delivered  ;  the  bills  stipu- 
lated for  the  price  were  not  granted  ; 
and  the  seller  insisted  for  return  of 
the  eight  hogsheads.  The  bank- 
rupts voluntarily  returned  them. 
Held,  in  a  question  with  the  credi- 
tors, tlmt  the  seller  was  entitled  to 
retain  possession  of  the  whole  on 
emerging  bankruptcy.  —  Hill  v. 
George  and  John  Buchanan,  11th 
April  178d,  p.  47. 

(4.)  —  Circumstances    in  which 


held,  that  a  bargain  for  the  sale  of 
sugars  was  not  finally  completed,  and 
that  the  seller,  taking  advantage  of 
a  rise  in  the  price  in  the  market, 
was  at  liberty  to  sell  to  another 
party. — Duguid  1?.  M*Cleish  <fc  Co. 
10th  Feb.  1794,  p.  3-20. 

(5.)  — A  Distiller  entered  into  a 


contract  for  the  purchase  of  grain 
while  on  the  eve  of  bankruptcy.  The 
grain  was  purchased  ;  and  up  to  the 
actual  date  of  the  bankruptcy,  be- 
tween 20  and  30  cargoes  stoud  thus : 
1.  The  greatest  quantity  was  de- 
livered more  than  three  days  before 
bankruptcy.  2.  Several  cargoes  were 
delivered  within  the  three  days  of 
bankruptcy.  And,  3J.  At  the  date 
of  his  becoming  bankrupt  several 
cargoes  had  arrived  at  the  port  of 
delivery,  but  were  not  then  landed, 


but  lay  iu  the  ships  before  being 
carried  to  the  varehoiue  of  the 
buyer.  The  sellers  claimed  restiia- 
tion  of  the  whole.  In  regard  to  the 
first,  on  the  ground  of  presnmptiTe 
fraud  :  In  regard  to  the  aeoond,  on 
the  ground  of  positive  fraud :  And ,  in 
regard  to  the  third,  on  the  groiuid  0S 
their  right  to  stop  in  transittii  on 
emerging  bankruptcy.  1.  Held*  that 
there  were  no  eircumstanees  infer- 
ring presumptive  fraud,  or  £raad  of 
any  kind  in  this  case ;  and  that  the 
fact  of  goods  delivered  within  three 
days  of  bankruptcy  is  not  per  m  a 
circumstance  from  which  fraud  may 
be  inferred ;  and  case  remitted  iMck 
to  the  Court  of  Session  to  take  evi- 
dence, and  hear  parties  further  as  to 
the  point  of  stopping  in  transitu^ — 
Jaffrey  and  Others  v.  Allan,  Stewart, 
&  Co.,  23d  Dec.  1790,  p.  191. 
Sale  (6.)  —  Vide  Parole,  (3.)  ease 
Stein  V.  Stewart  and  Sommerrail  k 
Co.  18th  April  1796,  p.  462. 

(7.) — A  com  merchant  purchased 

from  a  farmer  a  quantity  of  grain  hj 
sample  in  public  market ;  part  of 
the  grain  was  delivered,  aiid  l>iU 
granted  for  t)ie  price,  and  was  paid. 
On  failure  of  the  tenant,  held,  in  an 
action  raised  by  the  landlord  against 
the  com  merchant,  that  the  latter 
must  pay  to  him  the  value  of  the 
grain  so  delivered  —  the  landlord 
having  a  right  of  hypothec  over 
the  same  for  the  rent  of  which  it  was 
the  crop. — Smart  v,  Hon.  Walter 
Ogilvy,  26th  Oct.  1796,  p.  49a 

(8.)  In  the  reduction  of  a  sale 

of  an  estate,  held  the  purchaser 
entitled  to  claim,  1.  Expense  of  mak- 
ing up  titles.  2.  The  expense  ci 
planting  shrubbery  and  trees.  3. 
Expense  of  building  a  mansion- 
house  and  offices  at  Port  Seton,  as 
items  beneficially  expended  and  per- 
manent improvements. — ^Yoik  Build- 
ings Company  v.   Mackenzie,  14tk 

June  1797,  p.  579. 
Sea  Shore. —  Vide  Property.  (3.) 
Sbryitudb   (1.)— Fttie    Pn^MWty    of 

Stream. 

(2.)-*-Circumstacc6S  in  whidi 

a  servitude  of  peat  and  a  servitode 
of  cart  road  were  sustained. — Ding* 
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wall  «.  Farqulmrson,  31st  May  1797, 
p.  584. 
Sbttlbment,    Marriagb.  —  A    deed 
not  of  the  nature  either  of  an,  ante- 
naptial  or  post  nuptial  contract  of 
marriage,  but  unilateral,  contained 
absolute  warrandice,   that  the  pro- 
visions therein    '*  should  be  good, 
"  valid,  and  sufficient  to  the  heirs 
**  respective  of  the  said  marriage,  and 
*f  against  all  deadly,'*  and  it  was  main- 
tained, in  regard  to  this  deed,  that  it 
was  not  in  the  power  of  the  granter 
X)  defeat  this  settlement  by  any  vo- 
IVntary  gratuitous  deed,  because  by 
it  there  was  a  jus  crediii  in  the 
patties  favoured.  Held,  in  the  House 
of  lk>rd9,  that  the  deed  had  not  the 
effect  of  a  marriage  contract. — Sin- 
clair V.  Thriepland,  <S&c.  27th  March 
1789,  p.  113. 
Solemnities  Necessary  in  the  Execu- 
tion of  Deeds, — Certiin  deeds  having 
been  executed  by  a  prson  blind,  and 
partly  deaf,  by  the  dd  of  notaries ; 
and  the  deeds  not  having  been  read 
over  to  him  in  such  a^vay  as  to  make 
him   understand   or  to  be  heard ; 
nor  read  over  to  him  n  the  presence 
of  the  witnesses,  no*  any  mention 
made  in  the  notariet  docquet  that 
they  were  so  read,    .leld  the  deeds 
void. — ^Lowtliian  v,  iiaxwell,   11th 
June  1794,  p.  365. 
SuBSTiTUTiojt,  or  Conditional  Insti- 
tution.— 4^ party,  by  his  trust  deed, 
left  the  pidue  of  his  estate  to  his 
five    gr«Adchildren    equally   among 
them,  ^daring  that  the   share  of 
any  on^  deceasing  should  occresce  to 
the  siTvivors.  Also  that  these  shares 
shoul  become  payable  to  them  on 
thei' attaining  the  age  of  25  years, 
wli^  the  trustees  should  be  bound 
to->ay  the  same  with  interest.     Ce- 
ci'a,   one   of  those    grandchildren, 
sfrvived  her  grandfather,  and  also 
Ae  age  of  twenty- five,  but,  in  con- 
«quence  of  mental  weakness,  her 
Bhare  had  been  allowed  to  remain  in 
the  trustees'   hands   unpaid.      She 
died,  leaving  a  brother,  Samuel  Ste- 
venson :  Held,  that  the  substitution 
in  favour  of  the  suiTiving  grand- 
children did  not  take  effect,  and  her 
brother  preferred   to  her  share. — 


Grahams,  <kc.  v,  Russel,  Stevenson's 

Trustee,  1st  April  1791,  p.  210. 
Substitute  Heir  op  Entail. —  Vide 

Minority  and  Prescription, 
SoBVALUATioN   OF   Teinds. —  Vide 

Teinds. 
Succession  —  (1.)  Vide  Heritable  or 

Moveable  (1.) 

(2.)   Vide  Heirs  Primarily 

Liable.  (1.) 

(3.)  FideYle^T  (1.) 

(4.)  FiV/e  Heirs  Male  (6.) 

(5.)  Vide  Gift. 

(6.)  Vide  Domicile. 


Successor,  Singular. —  Vide  Lease. 

Summons.  —  A  summons  had  been 
raised  on  a  bond,  which  was  granted 
by  Hosey  and  Ewer  for  behoof  of 
the  York  Buildings  Company  ;  but 
instead  of  calling  these  parties,  or 
calling  the  Company  in  its  corporate 
capacity,  in  which  it  was  appointed 
by  act  of  Parliament  to  sue  and  be 
sued,  it  called  certain  parties  who 
were  described  asa  court  of  assistants 
and  directors  of  the  said  Company, 
for  themselves,  and  as  representing 
the  whole  Company  ;  decret,  horn- 
ing,  and  adjudication  followed  there- 
on. And  it  was  objected  that  these 
writs  were  ineffectual  and  inept  to 
interrupt  prescription.  Held  tliem 
sufficient. — Grove  and  Others  v.  Sir 
James  Grant,  15th  April  17^5,  p.  17. 

Sue,  Title  Necessary  to. — Held  that 
burgesses  not  being  also  councillors 
of  the  burgh,  were  not  entitled  to 
carry  on  a  suit  to  set  aside  the  elec- 
tion of  the  magistrates  and  town 
councillors  of  the  burgh. — Miller  <fec. 
V.  Thomson  and  Others,  26th  April 
1785,  p.  21. 

— ^—  (2.)  Held  that  every  copart- 
nery must,  from  its  nature,  subsist 
alter  its  dissolution^  to  the  effect  of 
winding  up  its  affairs,  supposing 
there  was  no  provision  in  the  contract 
to  this  effect ;  but,  in  the  present 
case,  there  was  in  the  contract  a 
special  provision  for  this  purpose, 
and  therefore  that  the  title  to  sue  in 
the  social  name  of  a  dissolved  com- 
pany, in  such  circumstances,  wns 
unexceptionable. — Gordon  r.  Doug- 
las, Heron  «k  Co.,  24th  Dec.  17ii5, 
p.  42i?. 
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Superior  and  Vassal. —  (1.)  Held 
in  the  special  circumstances,  that  the 
superior  was  not  liable  for  the  dam- 
age sustained  by  his  vassal  in  work- 
ing the  coal  by  the  proprietor,  to 
whom  the  superior  had  sold  the  coal; 
but  the  owner  of  the  coal  was  alone 
liable,  and  that  the  vassal  could  not 
retain  the  feu  duties  for  the  damage 
80  sustained. — Samson,  Kers,  <kc. 
28th  March  1792,  p.  238. 

(2.)  Circumstances  in  which  a 

party  who  had  an  express  right  of 
coal  in  the  whole  barony,  was  pre- 
ferred to  that  right  to  a  party  whose 
right  was  silent  on  the  subject,  but 
who  contended  that  the  conveyance 
of  his  land  carries  the  coal  as  a  per-, 
tinent. — Anstruther  «.  Anstruther, 
18th  May  1796,  p.  483. 

(3.)  A  charter  from  the  supe- 


rior, contained  a  clause  exempting 
from  all  public  burdens  imposed  or 
to  be  imposed.  Held  this  not  to 
exempt  from  the  expense  of  repairing 
or  building  churches  or  manses.-— 
Greig,  &c.  v.  Carstairs,  24lh  Nov. 
1775,  App.  p.  675. 

(4.)  Held  that  the  limitations 


expressed  in  a  feu  right  cannot  be 
extended  beyond  the  express  words. 
— Heriot*s  Hospital  o.  Ferguson,  2d 
March  1774,  p.  674. 

ScsPENsiON.— iV  decree  of  reduction 
having  been  extracted,  and  suspen. 
sion  brought  of  that  decree  ;  Held 
that  suspension  of  a  decree  in  foro 
of  the  Court  of  Session  was  incom- 
petent.— Sir  Alex.  Ramsay  Irvine  v- 
Valentine,  <fec.4th  Mar.  1793,  p.  287- 

Statutes.  —  Where  the  exempting 
clauses  in  the  previous  statutes  were 
omitted  in  a  new  act  remodelling  the 
duties  on  malt  liquors ;  Held,  that 
in  order  to  continue  such  exemptions, 
it  was  not  necessary  that  these  should 
be  expressly  repeated  in  the  new 
act. — Patrick  v.  His  Majesty's  Ad- 
vocate, 23d  April  1 792,  p.  265. 

Stipend. —  Vide  Teinds. 

Stopping  in  Transitu.  —  Fiie  Sale 
(5.) 

TACiTURNrTY — In  a  claim  made  by 
a  daughter  for  a  share  in  the  execu- 
try  of  her  deceased  father,  thirty  six 


years  after  his  death ;  Held  in  ibe 
circumstances,  that  there  was  no  &ee 
executry,  and  nothing  due  to  her.— 
Lindsay  v,  Kinloch,  174^h  Feb.  1796, 
p.  432. 

Tbinds. — A  report  of  the  sub-commif- 
sioners  as  to  the  valuation  of  the' 
teind  was  not  approved  of,  nor  had 
the    subcommissioncrs,    on   valiung 
the  teinds,  taken  any  proof  of  tbf 
value.  Held,  in  an  action  of  approba- 
tion brought  to  have  these  old  valut- 
tions  approved  of  at  the  distance  d 
160    years,    1st,  as  to  one  part  tf 
the  lands,  that  decree  of  approM- 
tion  fell  to  be  pronounced^  but,  id, 
as  to  the  others,  as  the  mioisttf  had 
neither  been  presint  norcite^tyap- 
pear  before  tbe  sub- comnafeiinOT 
in  the  valuatioi^  that  decne  d  ap- 
probation could  not  be   pronounced 
as  to  them,  am  therefore  that  there 
was  room  for  augmentation  of  tbe 
minister's  stipaid. — ^Ferguson  p.  Rev. 
John  Gillespie  17th  February  1797, 
p.  534. 

Title. — Held,  a  purchaser  not  bound 
to  pay  the  pice  of  certain  hooaes 
bought,  unti!  certain  incumbrasoes 
were  purged^— Bruce  v.  ClegbomSy 
2d  March  I7t5,  p.  5. 

Title  to  Sue.— Ftd«Sue  (2.) 

Tutors  and  Curaiors. — Circum- 
stances in  wHch  tuton  and  curators 
appointed  by  the  fatbei^s  will  (with 
exemption  fr<vn  Ualn^  nnguU  m 
solidum  and  for  omist'ons,)  were 
held  liable  conjunctly  ani  severally, 
they  not  having  made  up  inventories. 
Also  held  liable  in'  damage  for  re- 
moving their  infant  ward  Vom  tbe 
lease  of  the  farm  and  mill^ield  bj 
the  deceased,  and  decree  of  *eniov* 
iog  reduced.  £200  costs  awaked  in 
the  House  of  Lords. — Duff  v.Qeii- 
derson,  7th  Feb.  17JJ3,  p.  283. 

Tbrce,  Widows. — Held,  that  tb^aet 
168  J  does  not   refer   to  uniiat^ai 
deeds,  but  to  contracts  of  marria^ 
or  other  such  deeds  of  a  conventioiU 
nature,  to  which  both  husband  ait 
wife    are    consenting   parties,  an^ 
therefore  that  the  deeds  in  this  eas^ 
did  not  cut  off  the  widow's  teree  or  ^ 
jus  relu^ — Aglianby  or  LowthiAn  ', 
V.  Ross,  15th  Dec.  1797,  p.  621. 
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TRUST-DiisD.-^CircumstanceB  in  which 
ft  trust-deed^  granted  merely  for  the 
purpose  of  conveying  property  to  the 
granter's  children  at  his  death,  and 
on  which  infeftment  was  taken,  was 
held  to  he  reducihle  at  the  instance 
of  subsequent  creditors. — ^Paterson  t;. 
M'Caul,  &c.  6th  June  1797,  p.  571. 

Circumstances  in  which  a  let- 
ter written  by  the  party  holding  a 
right  to  property  ex  facie  absolute, 
did  not  establish  that  he  held  it  in 
trust. — Duggan  r.  Wight,  24th  Nor. 
1797,  p.  610. 

Wagers. — Whether  debts  incurred  by 
wagers  are  good  in  law.  Held,  that 
no  action  lay  on  such  claims,  upon 
the  principle  of  sponsiones  ludicras. 
— Bruce  v.  Ross,  14th  April  I788, 
p.  107. 

Waip  and  Stray.  —  Circumstances 
in  whicb  this  claim  was  not  sustained, 
14th  April  174.9,  App.  p.  649. 

Witness  (1.) — Held,  that  an  appeal 
taken  by  a  witness  examined  in  a 
cause,  though  he  was  no  party  to  the 
suit,  was  competent,  he  having  been 
sentenced  by  the  Court  to  the  pil- 
lory for  perjury  committed  in  the 
course  of  his  examination. — Carse  t». 
His  Majesty's  Advocate,  <fcc.,  26th 
July  1784,  p.  1. 

(2.)  Held,  that  the  agent  for 

the  defender  in  an  action  of  reduc- 
tion of  a  will,  and  who  had  also  been 
agent  for  her  deceased  husband,  the 
maker  of  that  will,  was  an  incom- 
petent witness  for  her. — Lowthian  r. 
Maxwell,  <fec.  11th  June  1794,  p. 
365. 

^ —  (3.)  Where  bribery  and  ma- 
lice were  objected  against  a  witness 
adduced,  the  objector  was  allowed  a 
proof  of  these  before  the  oath  was 
allowed  to  be  put. — De  La  Motte  v. 
Sir  William  Jardine,  <kc.  25th  Feb. 
1791,  p.  197. 

(4.)  A  party,  after  she  had 

adduced  four  witnesses  to  prove  ob- 
jections of  bribery  and  malice  against 


another  witness  in  an  action  of  di- 
vorce, prayed  the  Court,  by  a  minute, 
to  be  allowed  to  re-examine  these 
four  witnesses,  in  order  to  prove  cer- 
tain conversations  said  to  have  taken 
place  with  witnesses  for  the  respond- 
ent about  the  time,  or  after  they  had 
given  evidence  in  the  cause.  Held, 
that  this  was  incompetent,  the  in- 
tention being  to  discredit  the  re- 
spondents witnesses,  and  the  facts 
besides  not  falling  within  the  con- 
junct probation. — De  La  Motte  v. 
Sir  WUliam  Jardine,  <S&c.  25th  Feb. 
1791,  p.  197. 

Wrokoous  Imprisonment.  —  (1.) 
Circumstances  in  which  the  creditor 
and  magistrates  were  held  liable  in 
damages  for  irregularities  in  the  pro- 
ceediogs  adopted  against  the  debtor 
under  a  fugs  warrant,  whereby  be 
was  imprisoned. — Laing  v.  Watson, 
AprU  1791,  p.  219. 

(2.)  A  messenger  having  ap- 
prehended his  debtor,  and  given 
him  to  the  lord  provost  of  the  burgh, 
for  the  purpose  of  having  him  im- 
prisoned iu  the  common  jail.  In- 
stead of  this  he  was  put  into  a  room 
adjacent  to  the  court  room,  where  he 
enjoyed  the  privilege  of  open  jail. 
Held  that  the  magistrates  were  liable 
in  payment  of  the  debt  for^^not  in- 
stantly incarcerating  the  debtor  in 
the  common  prison. — Magistrates  of 
Annan  v.  Shortreid,  J  5th  April 
1791,  p.  230. 

(3.)  Warrant  having  been  is- 


sued to  procure  and  take  delivery  of 
the  papers,  and  repositories  of  a 
deceased  party,  this  was  resisted, 
and  in  consequence  of  which  a  war- 
rant was  obtained  to  apprehend 
the  parties  so  resisting.  With  this 
warrant,  an  officer  and  party  of  sol- 
diers appeared  and  dragged  off  the 
husband  to  prison.  Held  the  impri- 
sonment  illegal,  and  damages  award- 
ed in  consequence.  —  Fyfe,  ifcc.  ©. 
Williamson,  <kc.,  10th  March  1796, 
p.  47a 
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